
Spring, 1999 

eco •logic 

Celebrating human achievement! 









PAGE 2 eco'logic Spring, 1999 


Socialism must not be allowed to fester 
in this country; here’s why! 

Editor’s note: Please read this article first. Then turn to page 36 and read “Socialism in America. ” Then return to page 
three and read every word of every article. Prepare for the most important two years in the history of America. 


D uring the past several months in the American press, 
the Democrats have frequently denounced the 
Republicans as Nazis due to their attempts to control 
runaway federal spending. How very ironic. I remember the 
Nazis. Let me share a little about them and recall some of their 
exploits. 

First of all, "Nazi" was gutter slang for the verb "to 
nationalize." The Bider-Mienhoff gang gave themselves this 
moniker during their early struggles. The official title of the 
Nazi Party was "The National Socialist Workers Party of 
Germany." Hitler and the Brownshirts advocated the 

nationalization of education, health care, transportation, 

national resources, manufacturing, distribution and law 
enforcement. 

Hitler came to power by turning the working class, 
unemployed, and academic elite against the conservative 
republic. After Der Fuhrer's 
election ceased being a 
political conspiracy and was 
transformed into a fashionable 
social phenomenon, party 
membership was especially 
popular with educators, 
bureaucrats, and the press. 

Being a Nazi was "politically 
correct." They called 
themselves "The Children of the New Age of World Order" 
and looked down their noses at everyone else. As Hitler 
acquired more power, he referred to his critics as "The Dark 
Forces of Anarchy and Hatred." Anyone who questioned Nazi 
high-handedness in the German press was branded a 
"Conservative Reactionary." Joseph Goebbels, minister of 
communications, proclaimed a "New World Order." 

The Nazi reign of terror began with false news reports on 
the Jews, Bohemians and Gypsies who were said to be arming 
themselves to overthrow the "New World Order" and Hitler 
demanded that all good people register their guns so that they 
wouldn't fall into the hands of "terrorists and madmen." 
Right-wing fanatics of the "Old Order" who protested firearms 
registration were arrested by the S.S. and put in jail for 
"fomenting hatred against the Government of the German 
people." 

Then the Reichstag (government building) was blown up 
and Hitler ram-rodded an "Emergency Anti-Terrorist Act" 
through Parliament that gave the Gestapo extraordinary 
powers. The leader then declared that for the well-being of the 
German people, all private firearms were to be confiscated by 
the Gestapo and the Wermotten (federal law enforcement and 
military). German citizens who refused to surrender their guns 


when the "jack-boots" (Gestapo) came calling, were murdered 
in their homes. By the way, the Gestapo were the federal 
marshals' service of the Third Reich. The S. W.A.T. team was 
invented and perfected by the Gestapo to break into the homes 
of the enemies of the German people. 

When the Policia Bewakken, or local police, refused to 
take away guns from townsfolk, they themselves were 
disarmed and dragged out into the street and shot to death by 
the S.A. and the S.S. Those were Nazi versions of the 
B.A.T.F. and the F.B.I. When several local ministers spoke 
out against these atrocities, they were imprisoned and never 
seen again. 

The Gestapo began to confiscate and seize the homes, 
businesses, bank accounts, and personal belongings of wealthy 
conservative citizens who had prospered in the old Republic. 
Pamphleteers who urged revolt against the Nazis were shot on 

site by national law 
enforcement and the military. 
Gypsies and Jews were 
detained and sent to labor 
camps. Mountain roads 
throughout central Europe were 
closed to prevent the escape of 
fugitives into the wilderness, 
and to prevent the movement 
and concealment of partisan 

resistance fighters. 

Public schools rewrote history and Hitler youth groups 
taught the children to report their parents to their teachers for 
anti-Nazi remarks. Such parents disappeared. Paganism 
became the state religion of the Third Reich and Christians 
were widely condemned as "right wing fanatics." 

Millions of books were burned first and then people. 
Millions of them burned in huge ovens after they were first 
gassed to death. Unmarried women were paid large sums of 
money to have babies out of wedlock and then given medals 
for it. Evil was declared as being good, and good was 
condemned as being evil. World Order was coming and the 
German people were going to be the "peacekeepers." 

Yes, indeed, I remember the Nazis and they weren't 
Republicans, or "right wing," or "patriots" or "militias." They 
were Socialist monsters. 

- Thomas Colton Ruthford 
Arlington, VA 
Washington Times Reader Comment 
The Washington Times 
June 7, 1998 


The official title of the Nazi party 
was ‘'The National Socialist 
Workers Party of Germany” 
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About this edition... 

In this edition we are continuing 
to reveal how Agenda 21 is being 
implemented around the country. This 
time, Florida and Pennsylvania are 
spotlighted, with an update on Border 
XXI. Henry Ingram, a Director of the 
Pennsylvania Landowners’ 
Association (PLA), and Joanna 
Waugh, of Indiana’s Stop Taking Our 
Property (STOP), are contributors. 

You will also find an in depth 
report on activities in Buenos Aires 
from the COP4 climate change 
meetings. An excjusive interview 
with Congressman Ron Klink, and a 
verbatim transcription of the 
Congressional press briefing are also 
included. 

Executive Order 13107, and a list of 
81 international Human Rights 
Treaties that may be covered by the 
EO are discussed. 

The UN’s “Peoples Assembly” is 
being created just as Maurice Strong 
envisioned it in Our Global 
Neighborhood. 

We apologize for the delay in 
publication. Your membership will be 
extended to cover the missing issues. 
Small staff, incredible activity, and 
limited budget are the culprits. See 
the on-line version at 
http://www.freedom.org. 

Front cover photo: Lighthouse on 
Campobella Island off the coast of 
Lubec, Maine, America’s eastern¬ 
most state. President Franklin 
Roosevelt’s summer “cottage” is just 
south of this point. Here the tide rises 
25 feet in five hours and winter wind- 
chill factors can be unspeakable. This 
day was beautiful. 

Back cover photo: Honolulu airport 
offers this scene to travelers in the 
nation’s western-most state. Neither 
the tides nor the temperatures change 
very much here. But from one end of 
the country to the other, this nations is 
experiencing a relentless 
transformation to a sustainable society 
regulated and managed by 
government. ■ 
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What is a Sustainable Community? 


U nlike beauty, sustainability lies not in the eyes of the 
beholder, but in the behavior patterns deemed 
appropriate by those who hold the power to declare 
what is and is not sustainable. Maurice Strong, Secretary 
General of the UN Conference in Rio de Janeiro at which 
Agenda 21 was adopted, has declared to be unsustainable such 
things as: air conditioning, single-family homes, fossil-fuel 
burning cars, convenience foods, and modem agriculture. 
What, then, is sustainable. 

It begins with education. Professor Charles J. Kibert, 
Director of the Center for Construction and Environment at the 
University of Florida has taken it upon himself to “green” the 
university. In a white paper issued June, 1997, Kibert told his 
university colleagues that a greening was essential: 

“Highly regarded observers suggest that we have 
anywhere from one to just a few decades to change course 
or face huge social and economic dislocations forced on us 
by unsustainable behavior with respect to the environment. 
It means large-scale reductions in energy and materials use 
and a probable shift to a solar-powered style of life. It 
means increasing resource efficiency by a factor of four 
and a dematerialization of our economy by a factor of ten. 
The dematerialization can be viewed as a shift from 
resource consumption to information and culture 
consumption and an improved quality of life.” 

He told his colleagues that 254 universities around the world 
have signed the “Copernicus Charter,” as a commitment to 
“green” their own universities. 

“Greening the university curriculum means embedding 
environmental literacy and the principles of sustainable 
development in virtually every course of study,” Kibert says. 
University operations must be modified in procurement 
practices, resource and water consumption. Student 
involvement is also essential. “Two student organizations are 
probably key : Students for Environmental Action (SEA), and 
Students for Sustainable Development (SSD). Other student 
groups such as the Model United Nations...are potential 
partners,” Kibert continues. 

Kibert’s activities only begin at the university. His Center 
sponsors annual seminars on sustainable development for the 
Gainesville City Commission and the Alachua County 
Commission. Along with the League of Women Voters, the 
United Nations Association, and the Gainesville Area 
Chamber of Commerce, Kibert is involved with an 
organization called “Sustainable Alachua County.” NGOs 
such as these frequently make unfounded pronouncements of 
doom and gloom if their vision of sustainability is not adopted. 

A comprehensive vision of a sustainable community may 
require a thorough reading of Agenda 21, Global Biodiversity 
Assessment, Our Common Future, Sustainable America, a 
New Consensus, and Our Global Neighborhood. These 
official documents lay bare precisely what is in store for those 
who live in sustainable communities. There are revealing 
glimpses available, however, without a substantial investment 


in reading. 

The U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development 
(HUD) prepared a document for the UN Conference on 
Human Settlements (Habitat II), held in Instanbul, in June, 
1996. This is the same UN organization that said “Public 
control of land use is therefore indispensable,” at its Habitat I 
conference in 1976. The HUD document, entitled 
“Community Sustainability: Agendas for Choice-making and 
Action,” paints a brief, but vivid picture of what sustainable 
communities will be. The document calls for: 

• Land use for community sustainability that encourages 
in-fill over sprawl; compactness, higher density low-rise 
residential; transit-oriented and pedestrian-oriented 
development; bicycle circulation networks; work-to-home 
proximity; mixed use-development; co-housing; housing 
over shops; downtown residential; and urban growth 
boundaries. 

• An overall societal shift in attitudes towards sustainable 
communities, toward patterns of living and land use to be 
found in the more sustainable arrangements of many 
Western European countries where trolleys, rapid transit, 
train, and biking, walking, and hiking are encouraged by 
infrastructures; towards a reconnection of society as a 
whole to the elements and energies of nature and the rural 
landscape. 

•Reliance upon natural ecological infrastructure systems 
such as air quality/cooling (urban forests, up wind bio¬ 
mass planting, green belts, etc.), for water supply 
management; food production (urban gardening, suburban 
edible landscaping, urban-rural truck farming and 
community-supported farming. 

The document says further: 

“For this hopeful future we may envision an entirely fresh 
set of infrastructures that use fully automated, very light, 
elevated rail systems for daytime metro region travel and 
nighttime goods movement; we will see all settlements 
linked up by extensive bike, recreation and agro-forestry 
“E-ways;” we will find healthy, productive soils where 
there is decline and erosion through the widespread use of 
remineralization from igneous and volcanic rock sources, 
from concrete and asphalt road construction; we will be 
growing foods, dietary supplements and herbs that make 
over our unsustainable reliance upon foods and medicines 
that have adverse soil, environmental, or health side- 
effects; less and less land will go for animal husbandry 
and more for grains, tubers and legumes. Gradually, 
decent standards of equity will be in place for women, for 
children and for the disadvantaged; the “peace dividend” 
will be forced upon us as the insane costs of military 
armament becomes challenged globally.” 

When the city of Gainesville was being courted to become 
a sustainable community, Angela Park from the President’s 
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Council on Sustainable Development, Rachel Scott, President 
of the Governor’s Council for Sustainable Florida, and Susan 
Burns, praised the benefits of sustainable communities. Burns 
lauded Sweden’s successful sustainable communities program 
in which she said 260 Swedish sustainable communities prove 
sustainable development can succeed. She failed to tell the 
200 or more in the audience that in Sweden, an essentially 
socialist country, citizens pay between 70% and 80% of their 
income to the government in taxes. 

She failed to tell her audience that in Sweden, government 
essentially dictates which businesses are allowed to operate, 
and which are not; what children are taught in schools, and 
what products are available for consumption. She failed to 


mention that gasoline prices, now at a historic low in the 
United States, are still $5 per gallon in Sweden, due to taxes 
imposed to subsidize inefficient, non-viable “sustainable” 
alternative energy sources. 

Five sustainable communities are a reality in Florida, by 
designation of the state : Ocala, Orlando, Boca Raton, Martin 
County, and Tampa/Hillsborough were created as 
demonstration projects. Other cities will fall in step to get 
whatever “incentives” are offered, or to prevent whatever 
“restrictions” are threatened. One day, when Florida becomes 
as sustainable as Sweden, voters will ask “How did this 
happen?”" 


This election cycle 
will usher in the 
new millennium. 
Unless we intensify 
our efforts, it will 
also usher in the 
New World Order. 

M any members have called 
wanting to know why their 
eco'logic was not delivered 
on schedule. The answer is simple: 
we’re trying to do more than we can 
do with the staff and resources that are 
available. 

The demand for information and 
assistance during the last year has 
grown exponentially. We always try to 
accommodate every request. Our small 
staff has been stretched from Kyoto to 
Buenos Aires, and many state 
conferences in between. Along with 
the growing demand, the United 
Nations and the administration have 
accelerated their implementation 
efforts. The result has been an 
irregular publication schedule. 

Good news! Next year looks better. 
The demand will most likely 
continue to grow, and, no doubt, the 


Changing times 

UN and the administration will 
continue to accelerate their efforts. 
But in 1999, we will be better prepared 
to respond. 

The emergence of our Internet 
project, <freedom.org>, has broadened 
our capability enormously. Since 
go mg on-line last spring, our sites have 
averaged nearly 100,000 hits per 
month, and 39,000 users in 64 
countries have received 3,697MB of 
information. More people have seen 
more of our information through the 
Internet in the last six months, than in 
the previous 10 years of print 
publications. 

In addition, over the last three 
years, we have built a network of radio 
talk-show hosts that reach millions of 
people through nearly 2,000 radio 
stations. During the recent two-week 
UN meeting in Buenos Aires, we 
broadcast a total of 38 hours of live 
programs through this extensive 
network. 

Communications technology is, 
indeed, changing, and so are we. 

We are currently expanding both 
our Internet and radio capability. 
There is no question that more and 
more people will be using the Internet 
in the future. We will soon have new 
capabilities we will make available to 
those organizations that support the 
principles we strive to advance. Much 
of our time and resources must 
necessarily be devoted to these new 
opportunities. 


It is also true, that many of our 
members do not use the Internet and 
need access to printed material. We 
are not abandoning these people. We 
are, however, working to make the 
material we publish more useful. 

In the past, ecodogic has attempted 
to cover both United Nations activities 
as well as domestic activities. Both 
tasks are monumental. Beginning in 
December, ECO members received 
World Concerns , the newsletter of 
Sovereignty International. In the 
future, ECO members will receive both 
eco*logic and World Concerns. 
United Nations activities will be 
covered by World Concerns , and 
published bi-monthly. Domestic 
impacts of UN activity will continue to 
be covered by eco'logic, in 
considerably more depth, and 
published quarterly. 

We will focus our efforts on 
the impact of UN Commission on 
Sustainable Development; the UN 
Convention on Climate Change and the 
Kyoto Protocol; and on the Convention 
on Biological Diversity. The impact of 
other UN policies will be addressed as 
time and resources permit. 

The transformation toward a 
“sustainable” society, does not include 
sustainable freedom. The 

implementation of “sustainability” is 
made possible only by the erosion of 
freedom. Freedom is the most 
important gift we can give to future 
generations." 
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Flor 


? J feel safer holding a live grenade in my hand than 
X viyou holding that pen,” Pat Cranwill told Mike 
Amsden, President of the Ocala City Council. Tensions ran 
high among the citizens who attended the City Council 
meeting. Security was tightened. Bomb-sniffing dogs made 
two sweeps of the building. After a month of controversy, the 
Ocala City Council was about to sign an agreement with the 
State Department of Community Affairs (DCA) to become 
Florida’s first “Sustainable Community.” 

Local citizens tried in vain to convince local officials that 
the sustainable community plan offered by the state was, in 
fact, an extension of the UN’s Agenda 21. “Don’t subject us 
to what may be a UN program,” pleaded Joel Sapp. “UN 
spells un-American, unconstitutional, and ungodly.” 

After the agreement was signed, James Murley, Secretary 
of Florida’s Department of Community Affairs, dismissed any 
connection between the UN or the President’s Council on 
Sustainable Development. A month earlier, Toni Riordan, 
DCA’s director of intergovernmental relations appeared before 

the Ocala City 
Council to 
assure them 
that the 
State 
plan had 
nothing to 
do with 
the UN. 
“The 
Governor’s 
Commis¬ 
sion made a 


series of recommendations about sustainability in South 
Florida. That was the original germ of the idea...,” she said. 
Riordan did admit that the UN “did a study on sustainability” 
in 1987. “It doesn’t have anything to do with the United 
Nations other than that one committee was looking at that one 
topic,” DCA planner, Greg Burke added. 

It may be that the officials from Florida’s Department of 
Community Affairs just didn’t know, or it may be that they 
found it easier to discredit the dissenters than to defend the 
plan against the valid charges of UN influence. The 
sustainable communities program is only a small part of a 
much broader agenda to transform Florida into “islands of 
human habitat surrounded by wilderness,” as the agenda has 
been described by Science magazine. 

To appreciate the magnitude of the agenda, it is necessary 
to realize that Governor Lawton Chiles’ Executive Order 94- 
54, dated March 3, 1994, was not the “germ of the idea,” even 
though it did create the Governor’s Commission for a 
Sustainable South Florida. The “germ” infected the state in 
the early 1970s, when Florida was one of two states that 
adopted a state-wide comprehensive planning act. The law 
took from county governments, and placed under the authority 
of the state, the ability to plan for local growth as the county 
deemed appropriate It was a part of a nation-wide effort to 
establish national comprehensive planning. Morris Udall 
sponsored a federal comprehensive planning act in two 
Congresses. Both efforts failed. Even in the 1970s, the 
national momentum was fanned and coordinated by the United 
Nations and its cooperating NGOs (non-government 
organizations). The UN Conference on Human Settlements 
met in Vancouver, British Columbia in 1976 and adopted a 
massive 65-page item setting forth the UN’s policy on land. 
The preamble said, in part: 

“Land...cannot be treated as an ordinary asset, controlled 
by individuals and subject to the pressures and 
inefficiencies of the market. Private land ownership is 
also a principal instrument of accumulation and 
concentration of wealth and therefore contributes to social 
injustice. Public control of land use is therefore 
indispensable....” 

This fundamental belief underlies 65 pages of specific 
recommendations that should be implemented by participating 
nations to transform private ownership of land to public 
(government) control or ownership. 

That same belief permeates Our Common Future , the 
report of the 1987 UN Commission on Environment and 
Development. This three-year, world-wide effort, chaired by 
Gro Harlem Brundtland, Prime Minister of Norway, Vice 

Chair of the World 
Socialist Party, and now 
head of the World Health 
Organization, gave birth 
to the concept of 
sustainable development. 
Greg Burke, DCA’s 
planner who referred to 
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this Commission as “one committee looking at that one topic” 
obviously knows nothing about the commission and its work, 
or he doesn’t want others to know. 

The Brundtland Commission was one of three UN 
Commissions which operated during the decade of the 1980s 
that profoundly changed the strategy, direction, and the 
influence of the United Nations. Maurice Strong was a 
member of, or involved with each of these UN commissions. 
As a member of the Brundtland Commission, and lead author 
of its report, Strong began planning his second Earth Summit 
in 1986, before the Brundtland Commission report was 
published. Strong assembled the largest gathering of 
environmental activists the world has ever seen in Rio de 
Janeiro in 1992. It was there that delegates from 160 nations 
adopted Agenda 21, a 288-page, 40-chapter instruction book 
for the transformation of the world into sustainable 
communities. 

The importance of NGOs in the development of these 
international, national, and state policies cannot be overstated. 
For example, the Wilderness Society, founded by socialists in 
the 1930s who advocated the nationalization of all forests, 
almost single-handedly brought the National Wilderness Act 
into existence in 1964. They, along with the Sierra Club, and 
other commonly known so-called environmental organizations, 
campaigned in support of the comprehensive land control 
agenda of the United Nations. An employee of the Wilderness 
Society resigned because his organization was not as 
aggressive as he thought it ought to be. That employee was 
Dave Foreman, who co-founded Earth First!. Then, as a 
condition of staying out of jail for conspiring to blow up power 
transmission lines, he left Earth First! and created the 
Cenozoic Society. It is through this organization that Foreman 
introduced to the world his concept of how the world ought to 
be. He called his concept “The Wildlands Project.” 

Officials at Florida’s DCA would undoubtedly deny that 
their vision of sustainable Florida has any connection to Dave 
Foreman’s Wildlands Project. But they would be hard pressed 
to explain the similarity between the map published by the 
Florida Department of Environmental Protection and the 
Florida Greenways Program, with the map of Florida 
published by Dave Foreman in the Fall/Winter 1995 Patagonia 
catalog. Foreman published a series of three maps: Florida 
now (about 90% privately owned); Florida in 10 years (about 
50% privately owned); and Florida when the Wildlands Project 
is fully implemented (about 10% privately owned). Foreman’s 
maps show core wilderness areas, surrounded by buffer zones, 
connected by corridors of wilderness. Human populations are 
squeezed into “islands of human habitat” along the coasts, and 
in major urban areas such as Orlando. 

The state’s maps show “ecological hubs” in about the 
same places Foreman shows “wilderness areas.” The state 
shows “ecological linkages” where Foreman shows 
“corridors.” The state map shows "human hubs” where 
Foreman shows ‘ islands of human habitat.” The similarities 
could be a coincidence. In fact, state officials who might deny 
any connection with the Wildlands Project, may not even be 
aware of the connection. But the connection is there, and it is 


The state’s maps 
show “ecological 
hubs” in about 
the same places 
Foreman shows 
“wilderness 
areas. ” 


very real. 

The same 1992 Earth 
Summit which produced 
Agenda 21, also produced 
the UN Convention on 
Biological Diversity. 

Although the treaty was 
not ratified by the U.S. 

Senate, the Clinton/Gore 
administration has been 
implementing many of its 
provisions as if it had been 
ratified. The treaty 
required the creation of a 
Global Biodiversity 

Assessment, which was completed and published in 1995 by 
the United Nations Environment Program. Chapter 13 of the 
1140-page document details land use policy necessary to 
comply with the treaty. On page 993, it identifies as central to 
the land management policy, “The Wildlands Project, 
published in the United States in 1992.” 

How is it possible for these policies, developed by 
international NGOs, to find their way into UN policy 
documents and treaties, and then into state laws and programs 
without the state agency officials knowing that they originate 
with the UN? It is possible. 

The Governor’s Commission for a Sustainable South 
Florida did not come into being because the Governor had a 
spontaneous idea. He was responding to the influence of the 
President’s Council on Sustainable Development (PCSD), 
created a year earlier by Presidential Executive Order 12852, 
June 29, 1993. DCA Secretary James Murley’s assertion that 
Florida’s sustainable communities program had no connection 
with the UN, or the President’s Council on Sustainable 
Development, reported in the Ocala press May 28, 1997, 
reflects gross ignorance of the situation, or deliberate 
deception. 

Carol Browner, who once worked for both Senator Lawton 
Chiles and Senator A1 Gore, then became head of Florida’s 
Department of Environmental Regulation in Governor Lawton 
Chile’s administration, was a charter member of the PCSD. 
Policy recommendation number 2.7 of the PCSD, calls for the 
creation of “intergovernmental partnerships with state 
government to administer environmental regulatory programs.” 
Recommendation 5-1.2 says “Governors can issue similar 
directives to encourage state agencies to participate in and 
promote voluntary, multistakeholder, collaborative 
approaches.” The Governor’s Commission was launched to 
comply with these, and several other recommendations of the 


PCSD. 

The Governor’s 35-member Commission was structured 
very much like the President’s 28-member Council, 
specifically including representatives from eight environmental 
NGOs, selected representatives from industry, and 
representatives from state and federal regulatory agencies. 
Carol Browner’s EPA was specifically named as a non-voting 
member of the Governor’s Commission, as was the 
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Department of Interior, whose Secretary was Bruce Babbitt, 
former President of the League of Conservation Voters, an 
activist environmental organization, and whose Assistant 
Secretary was George Frampton, former President of the 
Wilderness Society that once proposed the nationalization of 
all forests. 

And most importantly, the President’s Council 
recommendations very closely mirrored the recommendations 
presented in the UN’s Agenda 21, adopted in Rio in 1992. 

The Governor’s Commission recommendations were 
based on five broad principles (page 2 of the Initial Report). 
One of those principles is the restoration of key ecosystems. 
Policy recommendation number 5.2.1 of the President’s 
Council says “Federal and state agencies should identify and 
address areas in which interagency cooperation is needed for 
sustaining ecosystems....” The UN’s Agenda 21 says it this 
way, in recommendation 15.5(h): “Promote the rehabilitation 
and restoration of damaged ecosystems and the recovery of 
threatened and endangered species.” 

Each of the principles in the Governor’s Commission 
report, and virtually every recommendation can be linked to a 
recommendation in the 

President’s Council on 

Sustainable Development 
Report, Sustainable America, a 
New Consensus. And virtually 
every recommendation in the 
PCSD report can be linked to a 
recommendation in the UN’s 
Agenda 21. There is a clear 
and undeniable progression 
from Agenda 21, adopted at the 
UN Conference on 
Environment and Development 
in Rio in 1992, to the PCSD, 
created by Executive Order in 
1993, to the Governor’s Commission for a Sustainable South 
Florida by Executive Order in 1994, to the Sustainable 
Communities Demonstration Project (FSA 163.3244) in 1996, 
to the Sustainable Communities Agreement adopted by the 
Ocala City Council, May 27, 1997. 

City Council President, Mike Amsden criticized local 
citizens’ concerns about UN influence saying “They don’t 
want to hear the facts. They want to read their propaganda.” 
Obviously, Amsden had not read the facts contained in Agenda 
21, or the PCSD report, as had many of his constituents. 

So what if the Sustainable Communities Program did 
originate with Agenda 21; are the recommendations and 
objectives not valid because they came from the UN? Do we 
not need to protect and restore our ecosystems and limit urban 
sprawl as the UN recommends? The answer is, maybe we do, 
and maybe we don’t. The question is: who should decide? 

DCA’s Murley, and other state officials sold the idea of 
sustainable communities to local officials with the incentive 
that more home-rule power would be returned to local 
government. Local governments in the program would be able 
to amend their county plans without specific state approval. 


The state is simply offering to conditionally return a power it 
took from local government 25 years ago as the result of 
another UN initiative to place all land use control in the hands 
of government. Murley failed to tell local officials that as a 
condition of eligibility for designation as a sustainable 
community, the county’s comprehensive plan had to meet 
certain criteria that are spelled out on pages 92 through 96 of 
the Governor’s Commission Report. The program returns 
nothing to the local community that the state has not first taken 
from the local community. 

In the exchange, the local community is transformed to a 
sustainable community designed by people who think they 
know better how the people of Ocala should live, than do the 
people of Ocala. 

The Governor’s report says (on page 33) that 
“Sustainability can be looked at as an ecological constraint on 
human activities....” Throughout Agenda 21, the Global 
Biodiversity Assessment , and Sustainable America, a New 
Consensus , the literature is replete with mechanisms to 
constrain and manage human activity. Herein lies the fatal 
flaw of the sustainable development concept. 

Sustainable development 
(or community), requires that 
human activity be constrained 
and managed according to a set 
of principles and practices 
prescribed by a central 
authority, consisting of 
selected, appointed individuals. 
In America, human activities 
should be constrained and 
managed only by policies 
which reflect the consent of the 
governed expressed through 
duly elected officials at every 
level of government. 

The United Nations operates on the basis of managed and 
manipulated “consensus” building. The PCSD, in belief 
statement number 8, says “We need a new collaborative 
decision process that leads to better decisions; more rapid 
change; and more sensible use of human, natural, and financial 
resources in achieving our goals (emphasis provided). Dave 
Foreman is more direct in his assessment of America’s 
decision process. He says: “I can rave for hours about the 
ineptitude and stupidity of members of Congress. But 
Congress is a shining beacon of ecological enlightenment 
when compared to state legislatures or, worse yet, to a rural 
county commission.” Through the elected members of city 
councils, county commissions, state legislatures, and Congress, 
Americans grant their consent to be governed by the policies 
those representatives enact. When policies are designed in 
Gland, Switzerland, adopted by appointed bureaucrats in Rio 
de Janeiro, funneled through a body of appointed bureaucrats 
called the PCSD (created by Executive Order, not legislation), 
then refined through another body of appointed bureaucrats 
called the Governor’s Commission (created by Executive 
Order, not legislation), legitimized as a legislatively approved 


Perhaps more importantly, the 
Governor’s Commission produced 
a work product of 110 
recommendations that very closely 
mirrored the 154 recommendations 
of the President’s Council. 
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“demonstration project,” and then presented to local city 
councils as the Governor’s idea to improve home rule — the 
transformation of Florida, and indeed, of America, is well 
underway. 

The consensus process, often referred to as the 
collaborative process, is a deliberate effort to bypass elected 
officials. Public policy should arise from the needs and ideas 
of the citizens who are governed. Those needs and ideas 
should be taken to elected officials who, in their judgment, 
advance the proposal to their respective bodies of government. 
After sufficient study, public input, and open debate, a public, 
recorded vote determines whether or not the policy is adopted. 
It is a slow, arduous, confrontational, and sometimes bitter 
process. But it is the best process of self-governance yet 
discovered. The consensus process, on the other hand, begins 
with an objective or agenda. Participants in the process are 
often carefully selected for their propensity to support the 
preconceived agenda. Dissenters are often not informed of the 
meetings, or denied the opportunity to participate, or, if 
allowed to participate, ridiculed and discredited for their 
views. 

Florida relinquished much of its constitutional authority 
with the passage of the first Comprehensive Land Use 
Planning Act back in the 1970s. Subsequent revisions of the 
Act, the creation of the powerful water management districts, 
regional planning districts, and the ever-expanding 
administrative authority of the DCA and other state agencies 
have greatly diminished and obscured the fundamental rights 
of every individual citizen. 

For example, in Florida, any municipality, county, or state 
government can take private property without compensation. 
Florida Statute 95.361 provides that when a government entity 
mows private property adjacent to a dedicated right of way, for 
four consecutive years, the privately owned land may be 
deeded to the unit of government without ever notifying the 
land owner. There is no prohibition against how much private 
property may be mowed, or taken. It is highly unlikely that a 
private landowner went to his elected official and suggested 
this public policy. It is quite likely that elected officials in the 
state legislature, and at the county and local levels do not know 
that this law exists. And it is almost certain that private 
landowners, even those whose property has been taken, do not 
know that the law is on the books. 

Besides taking private property, Florida is on a buying 
spree to acquire as much private land as possible. Florida’s 
"‘Preservation 2000” program has invested $300 million tax- 
dollars each year since 1990, and transformed nearly one 
million acres of private property to “publicly controlled” land, 
in keeping with the Wildlands Project projections. A 
Constitutional Amendment, adopted in November, puts the 
program permanently into place, with the legislature required 
to provide unspecified funding. Appointed, not elected, 
bureaucrats will operate the program to continue taking tax- 
dollars to buy private property. Other funds and programs 
have also been used to bring even more private land under 
public control. The Nature Conservancy and several state and 
federal agencies have effectively taken control of 840,000 


acres of the Gulf Coastal Plain Ecosystem. State and federal 
governments took $91 million tax-dollars to buy the 14,000- 
acre Zellwood muck farms. Vice President A1 Gore came up 
with $17.2 million tax-dollars to buy 53,000 Florida acres near 
Gainesville. Bruce Babbitt brought $30 million tax-dollars to 
the Everglades to buy up private property. All of the 
purchases are strategically designed to complete the 
“ecological hubs and links” that Dave Foreman calls “core 
wilderness areas and corridors.” 

There are not enough tax-dollars to buy all the land that 
the Wildlands Project and the sustainable development agenda 
says should be under public (state) control. Other measures 
have to be employed to give the state jurisdiction (control) 
over private property. The American Heritage Rivers 
Initiative, created by Executive Order, not legislation, is one 
such measure. One of the key features of the initiative is to 
identify a buffer zone on either side of the .designated river 
over which the “River Navigator” (a federal employee) 
exercises federal jurisdiction. A1 Gore’s Watershed Initiative, 
created by Vice Presidential Decree, not legislation, would 
impose similar buffer zones on either side of all waterways, 
over which jurisdiction is exercised by a federal employee. 
Rivers and waterways are prized corridors, or “ecological 
links” which, if restored to their pre-developed condition, 
become highways for wildlife moving from core wilderness 
areas to “ecological hubs.” 

To further constrain and manage human activity, the 
Governor’s Commission Report recommends that the “DCA 
should more aggressively use its existing authority to 
disapprove comprehensive plan amendments that would allow 
additional low-density residential “sprawl,” forcing people 
away from single family homes in the suburbs and country. 
Instead, the report recommends “tighter boundaries, requiring 
higher densities....” To these constraints, add the water 
management district’s requirements, the critical habitat 
concerns of the Endangered Species Act, the wetland concerns 
of the Clean Water Act, the ground water run-off concerns of 
the National Pollution Discharge Elimination System 
(NPDES) permit process, and the concerns of many other 
federal and state laws and regulations, and it becomes very 
clear that virtually all land in Florida, and in the United States, 
is, or potentially is, already under the control of the 
government. 

Florida is rapidly becoming a “sustainable” state, not at the 
urging of private citizens, but by the design of the international 
community, willingly imposed through a cooperative 
administration, working through “partnerships” with state 
agencies and environmental NGOs to constrain and manage 
human activity to conform to behavior that others think is 
appropriate. What cannot be sustained with the imposition of 
this “sustainable” agenda is individual freedom; private 
property rights; free markets; or national sovereignty.* 

Note: visit <http://www.wildlamlsproject.org> to see the 
Wildlands Project maps of Florida. 
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Pennsylvania 


Tooling Down The Road To Serfdom 


By Henry Ingram, Esq. 


I t's too bad there's no good talk radio on Saturday mornings 
in Pittsburgh I was on my way to the office one Saturday 
this month and dialed up NPR, hoping to catch Click and 
Clack. Instead, I caught a report on the growing movement 
underway to ban drive thru windows at fast-food restaurants 
and other commercial outlets. Since I'm on the road a lot, I 
often use the drive thrus to save time by eating on the run. So 
I decided to listen up to see what kind of problems there could 
be to justify the ban. I thought: "Is the food unhealthy? Are we 
creating traffic safety problems?" 

Nope. As the program droned on I realized drive thru 
opponents were really talking growth management, behavior 
modification in the public interest and specifically, the need to 
wean us average Joes away from using our cars as much as we 
do. 

A city in North Carolina has banned any new drive-thrus 
and similar ordinances have 
been adopted in California, 
hopefully one that runs on solar 
or wind power. The anti-drive 
thru advocates acknowledge 
the market demand for this 
convenience but figure that the 
know better than we how we 
should live our lives. So they 
go ahead and get a low passed 
that restricts our freedom to 
choose something as basic as 
where and how we purchase 
our convenience food. It 
doesn't seem to matter that 
drive-thrus are what the people 
want. 

It is the same approach as when the federal government 
decided to ban installation of any new 3.4 gallon flush toilets. 
Some unelected bureaucrat or other do gooder decides to limit 
our personal preferences for some perceived greater good. 

Some of you are probably wondering why I get so hot 
under the collar about government bans on drive-thrus and 
limitations on toilet flush capacities. I do because everyone 
seems to be so complacent and willing to just let it happen. 
Hardly a day goes by without a government bureaucrat 
imposing some restriction on our personal activities or freedom 
to do what we want, the way we want to. These restrictions are 
always justified as being in the public interest: to protect the 
environment, save the Indiana Bat or save us from ourselves 
and our inappropriate personal preferences. 

In this country, much of this stuff just seems to slip into 
our lives without us knowing how or even worrying about it. 
We don't even think about where the roads paved with good 
intentions can lead. And this, of course, is what Friedrich 
Hayek was writing about in The Road to Serfdom- - a book 


which used to be on required reading lists but probably now is 
either banned on college campuses or relegated to the trash heap 
of politically incorrect ideas. 

What Hayek was warning his readers about is the erosion 
and ultimate destruction of individual liberty and freedom that 
accompanies the expansion of government control over private 
property, the means of production, the distribution of wealth that 
occurs in a market economy on personal choice. He was warning 
about Totalitarianism and Communism, but in today's context, 
it is a little more subtle. 

Because the process restriction our personal freedom is so 
gradual, the ordinary citizen, preoccupied with earning a living 
and raising a family, seems to be content to just let Government 
do it. We live our lives and blissfully assume that our elected 
officials will take care of us and do the right thing. 1 And we rely 
too much on lessons we learned in grade school about the 

Constitution, which most of us 
assume will protect us from the 
more egregious abuses of 
power by those who govern us. 

Everything is complicated 
by the fact that the Government 
at all levels has gotten smarter 
and knows how to package its 
agenda to make it sound like 
we're all getting something for 
nothing and, in the bargain, 
solving every problem mankind 
encounters. Unless we really 
take the time to think about it, 
we don't connect the dots. Or 
we begin to worry when it's too 
late, after we learn that eight government agencies can be 
involved when you want to develop your property, which 
someone by a stroke of the bureaucratic pen has declared to be 
a wetland. We don't see a problem when our laws tell us we have 
to build a fancy and costly new school rather than fix up the old 
one or greatly increase spending for education when enrollments 
are declining. We don't get excited when someone reports that 
anti-development, environmental interest groups consider it a 
success when they control enough votes (by no means a 
majority) in the United States Senate to filibuster much needed 
legislation to reform the most intrusive of federal environmental 
regulatory programs. We sit back when our neighbors are 
ensnarled in bureaucratic red tape and Draconian enforcement 
litigation. We don't pay attention when PLA President Klingler 
warns us about the blueprint for the future being proclaimed 
from on high by the bluebloods on the 21 st Century Environment 
Commission. 

This is why I get a little hot under the collar. 

But it is not all our fault. Even if you want to get involved 
and try to understand the issues, it takes an inordinate amount of 


Apparently, the premise is that 
ultimately we should all be 
crammed back into densely 
populated, urbanized areas, park 
our cars and walk or take the 
family to McDonald's in a bus... 
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time and a keenly developed sense of smell to figure exactly 
what is going on and being done to us. 

A prime example is the recently issued, much ballyhooed 
Report of the 21 st Century Commission.G o back and read 
President Klingler's article in the Landowner about the 
Commission and its makeup and philosophy. Now take a look 
at the Commission's gloss\. 90 page Report. The creme de la 
creme have now laid it all out for us. 

You may not have read it, but 1 can tell you it's very slick 
and you have to know how to read between the lines. The 
Report is full of touchy feely jargon, euphemisms and 
buzzwords which may be gobbledygook to the average reader^ 
but mantra to the Growth Management fraternity. As a result, 
unless you have an interpreter or translator, it is difficult to 
understand exactly what is being said. To me some of what is 
being said is downright misleading - but more about that later. 

As a side note, one darkly humorous but deeply disturbing 
part of the Report deals with our constitutional rights. Early in 
the document (p. 12), where the Commission lists its 
"fundamental" beliefs, the Report states: 

"The constitutional rights of individuals, including private 
property rights, must be respected." 

"Respected." That's a nice, 
neutral sort of word, passive 
and not too strong. Notice that 
the Commission didn't use 
"protected", "defended", 

"advocated", "guaranteed" or 
even "supported" - just 
"respected." The Commission 
just can't seem to bring itself 
and take a strong stand on 
property rights. Thus, in the 
Report's next breath, out comes 

belief No. 13 (bad luck for mm 

property rights?!): 

"At the same time, individual behavior and the quality of 
life of others are inextricably linked. We must foster a 
goal of assuring the best quality of life for all 
Pennsylvanians." 

What does that say about the 
Commission's view of the Constitution? Does it mean take 
from those who have and give to those who don't? 

The Commission's beliefs no doubt are held in good faith 
and accordingly deserve to be "respected." But regrettably, this 
lukewarm lip service to property rights and the Constitution is 
entirely consistent with the rest of the Report. 

When you study it, private property rights and traditional 
Constitutional guarantees are in actuality part of the problem 
the Commission has identified and wants to address but they 
can't just come right out and say it in plain words. Private 
property (and the free enterprise system for that matter) is what 
is getting in the way as the Commission lays out its master plan 
to achieve its vision of what Pennsylvania should be. Better go 
back and reread The Road To Serfdom. 

It is this inherent conflict between individual freedom and 
collectivism that causes the Commission to tread so lightly, 


tip-toe around and seek to obscure the real consequences and 
true meaning of its recommendations. 

This conflict is graphically revealed in the parts of the 
Report dealing with SPRAWL, which the Commission identifies 
as the biggest and most pressing environmental problem facing 
Pennsylvania in the next century. In the Report's Glossary, 
"sprawl" is defined as: 

"A spreading, low-density, automobile dependent 
development pattern of housing, shopping centers, and 
business parks that wastes land needlessly." 

In the text of the Report, the Commission expands on the 
Problem: 

"Sprawl is the reckless, almost random growth of housing 
developments, strip malls, business parks, and the roads 
connecting them, and of the numbers of vehicles using those 
roads. Sprawl wastes open land, damages habitat and natural 
diversity, and destroys historic sites. It strains public funds 
to build the roads and sewers and schools that much spread 
to serve a spreading population." 

Notice the way the Commission bunnies the hat - you have to 
assume, because the Report says so, that the growth of housing 
developments, strip malls, business parks, etc. occurs randomly 

and wastes land. But "sez 
w ho?" One man's random 
development which wastes land 
is another's market driven, 
economic expansion which 
adds value to the locale in 
which it takes place. When you 
strip away the rhetoric, the 
Commission has had to conjure 
up an evil to justify the cure the 
Report advocates - centrally 
planned and mandated growth 
^ u ^ mm management. 

Another one of the troubles 
with a Report by a blue ribbon Commission like this one is that 
it doesn't talk our language. What looks like convoluted double 
talk to us is a clarion call to action to others. It is read by growth 
management advocates, as it should be, as resounding 
approbation of the agenda of the "10,000 Pennsylvanians" and 
central plan laid out in Save Our Townsrlhz Audubon Society 
reads the Report as a call for a huge bond issue - as much as One 
Billion Dollars - for conservation projects and to enable 
Government to gobble up more land. And it isn't even thinly 
veiled shilling for local sovereignty destroying legislation such 
as Senator Gerlach's SB 270, which the Landowner reported on 
in August 1997. 

To show you what I am talking about, take a careful look at 
some of the verbiage in the Commission's Report: 

• Respecting Pennsylvania's tradition of local government, the 
Commission urges strengthening the ability and authority of 
community officials and agencies to plan their growth in 
cooperation with their county and neighboring 
municipalities. 

• While the state has a role in the development of better land 


It sounds to me like it means 
property rights are supposed to give 
way to restrictions on the use of 
property necessary to assure quality 
of life...but for whom? 
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The difference between doublespeak and plain talk! 


Commission’s Verbiage 

What it really 
means to you 

County/multi-municipal cooperation to develop 
regional planning through the use of intergovernmental 
cooperative agreements, including mechanisms for 
achieving consistent action at all levels of government. 

Allow central planners to use multi-municipal 
agreements to impose regional land use controls if the 
controls follow the mandates of a state plan and 
squeeze out local control by your Township. 

Use of targeted growth areas as a tool to manage 
growth and direct infrastructure development in 
municipalities and areas covered by multi-municipal or 
regional plans. 

Restrict development and growth in your Township by 
use of regional agreements which override local control. 

Designation of multi-municipal growth areas and rural 

resource areas so that not all municipalities 

have to become urbanized if they choose to plan and 

zone. 

Restrict traditional real estate development in selected 
municipalities based on a central plan whether the 
residents like it or not. 

Require ’’uses” being provided within multi-municipal 
areas or regions instead of in every municipality. 

Allow regional plans to zone out development or a 
particular activity in your Township if it is allow ed in 
another township. 

Intergovernmental cost and revenue sharing. 

Use your tax dollars to pay for the salary of a planning 
bureaucrat in another township, pay for a Natural 
Heritage Inventory or pay for a study supporting no 
development in your town and allowing in another 
town. 

Enhanced infrastructure (transportation, energy, 
water) corridor preservation for existing and future 
infrastructure rights-of-way. 

Restrict or suspend your legally recognized 
reversionary interest in abandoned railroad rights of 
way or streets. Same scam as used in Rails to Trails 
conversions. 

Zoning that conserves identified natural, historic and 
cultural resources. 

Allow your local building inspector or zoning officer to 
act like a mini-DEP without eliminating duplicative 
state or federal regulation. 

In designated growth areas, provision for streamlined 
development decisions and regulatory incentives to 
encourage growth. 

Fast track approvals and government subsidies if you 
do what central planners tell you to do. Red tape and 
delays if you don’t go along. 

Zoning that recognizes that agricultural land is a viable 
land use. 

A deal with the farm lobby to let farmers keep their 
real estate taxes low while they wait for the right price 
to develop their land. 


Editor’s note: The author is a member of the board of the Pennsylvania Landowners’ Association, in whose newsletter 
Landowner , this article first appeared. It is reprinted here with permission. Visit their web site <http://www.pa.landowners.org> 
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use patterns, state mandates will not effectively solve the 
problem. Solutions must be voluntary, but legally supported 
and effective, and driven by local initiative. The state should 
provide a framework, financial incentives and technical 
assistance. 

• It is possible to plan and create better land use patterns 
without infringing on private property rights. We need to 
work in partnership and respect local community ideas. 

• The Commission is pro growth. We need economic 
growth to provide a high quality of life. But we must grow 
smartly so that we build and maintain sustainable 
communities and reduce the high public cost associated 
with inefficient development patterns. 

To me this vebiage is misleading. On the one hand 
(wearing a velvet glove), the Commission talks in sugar coated 
tones about no mandates, volunteerism and enlightened local 
responses to what central planners tells them is "smart." On the 
other hand (wielding an iron fist), the Commission advocates 
legislative fixes which add more layers of government control 
(e.g. multi-municipal regional agencies which can trump local 
governments and more environmental regulation through 
exercise of zoning power) and seeks to jump start the effort to 
realize growth managers' and cental planners' oldest dream: 
release from the straightjacket of local government as the 
sovereign planning authority. 

Now let's look at what the Commission recommends. To 
demonstrate, I'll translate for you the Commission's proposals 
to amend our old acquaintance, the Municipalities Planning 
Code, in the very next session of the General Assembly.- 
If you read the Report and take a close look at the 
Commission's recommendations, it is clear that the 
Commissioners (or the staff who drafted the document) don't 
much like the outcomes that result from the operation of a free 
market economy and the free exercise of private property 
rights. 


might be ignored by ordinary citizens and landowners who are 
apparently conditioned to accept what their "leaders" tell them 
rather than getting involved. The Report says "No mandates but 
voluntary solutions, incentives not controls, respect for local 
community ideas, ... on and on." C'mon readers, you weren't 
bom yesterday. Just remember, the 21 st Century Commissioners 
are done; they're going home to their suburbs and leaving 
implementation of their vision plan in the hands of legislators, 
regulators, planning bureaucracies and the Governor's newly 
minted Green Administration. 

You might not get hot under the collar over restrictions on drive 
thru-windows or 3.4 gallon flush toilets, but there is much more 
at stake here. We're sure starting to move pretty fast down that 
road, paved as it is with good intentions, to serfdom. ■ 

Endnotes: 

1. Hayek, Friedrich A. von, U. of Chicago Press, Chicago 1944 

2. All you have to do is read the newspapers once in a while to 
knock that assumption into a crocked hat. Did you see the AP 
story that ran in the October 6 Pittsburgh Post Gazette about 
Medicare funds being wasted? According to AP, more than 90% 
of recent payments for day treatment for seniors or $229,000,000 
went for "highly questionable" or "unallowable uses" - the 
"worst error rate" the Inspector General "has ever encountered." 
That's a lot of money down the government waste tube. Where 
is the outrage? 

3. For example, according to the Commission "Environmental 
decisions must be made holistically to avoid fragmentation." I 
guess we're all supposed to know what that means but I think we 
can be excused if we don't understand it entirely. 

4. Hylton, T. (1995), Save Our Lands, Save Our Towns, 
Harrisburg; R.B. Books. 

5. So much for the Report's lip-service to consultative 
deliberation, public input and consensus building. It's 
BOOM!...centrally planned Growth Management right out of the 
starting blocks! 


What concerns me most is that the implications of all this 

Property Rights Congress 

was formally organized in 

Washington, DC - March 18-20,1999 

Individuals and organizations from across America converged on Washington 
to revitalize America’s Property Rights movement. 

Committees were formed and the leadership elected. New Property Rights 
legislation is now being prepared by the Legislative Committee. 

Visit the PRC web site at <http://www.freedom.org> for developing information 
about the Congress. Subscribe (free) to the on-line PRC DIGEST. 
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Local Autonomy in the Balance 

by Joanna Waugh 


O n September 2, 1998, while most of the nation was 
preoccupied with President Clinton’s Oval Office 
shenanigans. Vice President Gore was out promoting 
the administration’s new cause celebre - “livable 
communities.” Speaking to a select group of “smart growth” 
advocates at Brookings Institute’s new Center on Urban and 
Metropolitan Policy, Gore bemoaned the fact that, The VP 
insisted that communities need to come together “to restore 
historic neighborhoods . . . protect centuries-old farmland . . . 
turn shopping malls into village squares [and] preserve both 
our natural and our cultural heritage ” Of course, the only way 
to accomplish this is with federal help - from “retooling” 
federal policies that are said to have encouraged the wrong 
kind of growth (like subsidizing water and sewer line 
extensions beyond city borders), to providing monetary 
incentives. At Brookings, Gore 
announced the Clinton 
Administration would release 
$100 

million to Fannie Mae so it 
could provide bigger mortgages 
to home buyers willing to 
locate near mass transit lines, 
and $17 million for nineteen 
states to “ensure that [53,000] 
acres of our best farmland are 
preserved for generations to 
come.” 

The latrer pronouncement 
must have pleased at least one 
conference attendee — Ralph 
Gossi, president of American 
Farmland Trust. His 

organization has been working hard to convince the nation that 
America is losing prime farmland at an alarming rate. If urban 
sprawl “keeps pushing local farmers out of business,” declared 
the Vice President at Brookings, “America . . . could become 
the largest net importer of food, instead of the world’s largest 
exporter, by the next century.” U.S. Department of 
Agriculture statistics, however, do not support Gore’s 
contention. Since it peaked in 1930, the number of acres 
devoted to crop land has diminished by about forty percent. 
Yet for the 1996-97 growing season, American farmers 
produced three times more bushels per acre of winter wheat 
and soybeans, and seven times more bushels per acre of corn, 
than did their grandparents. And they did so while idling more 
than 78 million acres in conservation reserve programs. 

Furthermore, if this country’s food supply was in jeopardy 
because of farmland loss, the market would reflect such a trend 
in the form of higher commodity prices — the old supply and 
demand market truth. According to World Resources Institute, 
however, the price of wheat was 37.3 percent lower in 1992 


than it was in 1980, and soybeans fell off a whopping 46.3 
percent during that same time period. Vice President Gore, 
however, is not one to let facts like these cloud his reasoning. 
He told the Brookings crowd that growing up in Tennessee had 
taught him one important lesson: “[I]f you lose an acre of fertile 
farmland, you lose it forever.” Ralph Gossi gave voice to the 
V.P.’s real concerns about farmland loss - open space 
preservation. Gossi told the Brookings audience: “While 
protecting locally grown food supplies is important to our 
community, so too are the other products that farms provide” - 
wild animals, habitat and watershed protection. 

Vice President Gore insisted in his speech that “ill-thought- 
out sprawl, hastily developed around our nation’s cities [is] so 
distant from the city center that... if a family wants to buy an 
affordable home, they have to drive so far that a parent gets 

home too late to read a 
bed-time story.” According to 
the 1990 Census, however, the 
average commute time to work 
has not changed much over the 
last decade — it hovers around 
22 minutes. In 1980, only 12.5 
percent of America’s working 
population spent 45 minutes or 
longer traveling to and from 
their place of employment. By 
1990, it was around 13 percent. 
It seems, therefore, that long 
hours at work, not travel time, 
keep American parents from 
tucking in their children at 
night. 

Bruce Katz, director of the 
Center on Urban and Metropolitan Policy (and former chief of 
staff to HUD’s Henry Cisneros), is more concerned about urban 
sprawl’s impact on inner cities than its effect on suburban 
commuters. In his remarks at Brookings on September 2, Katz 
declared that “our central cities.. . are harboring more and more 
of the nation’s poor, particularly the minority poor . . .” These 
sentiments are echoed by “smart growth” advocates around the 
country. Dr. Ellen Szarletta of Indiana University Northwest’s 
College of Public and Environmental Affairs is studying the 
effects of urban sprawl in Northwest Indiana. Dr. Szarletta says 
people move out of cities for a variety of reasons but that the 
ability to do so has caused “society [to] become re-segregated 
along racial and economic lines.” Her concern is that “urban 
areas have become disadvantaged. As this happens, housing 
values decline, people become separated from their jobs and 
higher taxes are necessary” -- the latter of which drives more 
people into the suburbs. In a September 27,1998 interview for 
the Hammond (Indiana) Times , Dr. Szarletta said the ability of 
some people to move to the suburbs is something “we have to 


“ftjhis nation’s cities and villages 
used to be a model of civil life. ” 
Now, “we see only traces of that 
greatness because over the last 
thirty years, bad planning has... 
distorted our towns and landscapes 
out of all recognition. ” 

Al Gore 
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ask whether we want... to continue.” The implication seems 
to be that rural development should be curtailed and forced 
back into 'disadvantaged” communities. 

Growth control policies like these have already been 
implemented in urban areas around the country, with 
devastating results. Portland, Oregon is one of America’s 
“smart growth” gemstones. In 1973, the state mandated that 
city officials draw a circle around Portland and declare that no 
development could occur outside this “growth boundary.” An 
artificial shortage of developable land resulted, driving up land 
prices inside the boundary. Between 1990 and 1995, housing 
prices in Portland jumped 62 percent (by comparison, 
Chicago’s prices rose 27 percent during the same time period), 
and rents skyrocketed. Moderate to low income families were 
forced out of Portland’s older neighborhoods as new housing 
became more difficult to build. The result, says Dr. Gerald 
C.S.Mildner of Portland State University, is the 
“gentrification” of Portland’s inner city neighborhoods by 
upper income groups. 

At Brookings, Vice President Gore expressed admiration 
for Portland, which has evolved from one of the lowest cost 
places to live on the West Coast to one of the most expensive 
metropolitan areas in the country. He marveled at the way 
Portland now attracts “educated workers as interested in 
quality of life as a paycheck.” Gore insisted “we don’t want 
to tell anyone where to live, or where to locate a business,” but 
that is precisely what he and the rest of the “smart growth” 
crowd intend to do - replace a free market approach to 
development with one that is centrally planned and controlled, 
utilizing urban growth boundaries, conservation and open 
spaces requirements in master plans, zoning, farm subsidies, 
property tax relief, right-to farm laws and conservation 
easements. 

Like all political schemes, “smart growth” has 
well-defined winners and losers. Winners include state and 
federal governments that all get more say in local decisions; 
special interest groups (like American Farmland Trust) that 
cash in when governments start spreading money around; big 
cities that view themselves as economic victims of suburban 
growth; and inner city property owners targeted for 
redevelopment/revitalization. On the whole, this group is 
politically well-connected (especially at the federal level) with 
a vested interest in seeing to it that growth management is 
imposed. 

The losers in this game include landowners in areas placed 
off-limits to development; future farmers who have been 
deprived of the ability to decide for themselves how best to use 
their land; and low to moderate income families driven out of 
once affordable city neighborhoods by escalating rents and 
home prices. The taxpayer also loses when forced to pay for 
the balancing schemes that inevitably result when governments 
interfere with market forces — like subsidized housing, and 
tax incentives to attract new businesses. And despite Vice 
President Gore’s contention that “smart growth is about local 
and community decisions,” autonomy is lost when 
communities are forced to subjugate their interests to regional 
planning." 


Border XXI Update 

S ince the publication of our review of the Border XXI 
program, ( eco*logic , September/October, 1997) three of 
the four border states have told the EPA they want the 
program re-written. In an August 12, 1998 letter to EPA 
Administrator, Carol Browner, New Mexico Governor, Gary 
Johnson, said: 

“I want to reiterate that New Mexico will not be a 
participant in any Border XXI activities until the documents 
promulgated by the Environmental Protection Agency are 
rewritten or revised to specifically reflect an equitable 
partnership in the decision making process.” 

Texas and Arizona have also told the EPA the program should 
be rewritten. 

At the urging of the border states, particularly, Lt. Governor 
Walter Bradley of New Mexico, the EPA convened a meeting of 
representatives from the U.S. and Mexico border states on 
October 22. Following the meeting, EPA Regional 
Administrator, Gregg A. Cook, told Walter Bradley, “Federal 
players in Border XXI are now ready to work towards a true 
partnership with the states.” 

Several questions were raised at the meeting to which the 
EPA provided a written response. One asked about the 
relationship of Border XXI to Agenda 21. EPA’s answer: 
“The work conducted under Border XXI has no explicit 
connection to the concrete recommendation of Agenda 21. 
Border XXI is not a United Nations program, does not 
include known participation by officials of the United 
Nations, nor is it associated directly with any program in the 
United Nations.” 

Like the 81 questions the White House answered in writing for 
the Judiciary Committee, the answer is “legally” accurate, but 
completely misleading. Border XXI is designed, both in process 
and programs, to implement the recommendations contained in 
Agenda 21, as is fully documented in the eco*logic article. 

The EPA response refers repeatedly to “misinformation” 
that was disseminated in New Mexico, but nowhere is a specific 
example cited, nor any direct refutation of any of the examples 
cited in the eco*logic article. True to form, the Clinton/Gore 
administration refuses to confront the facts, choosing instead to 
discredit the messenger. 

When asked about funding for Border XXI, the EPA said: 
“No money has been appropriated specifically for Border 
XXI by Congress. The EPA does not have a programmatic 
account within the Agency that funds Border XXL” 

The agreement which created Border XXI also created the North 
American Development Bank (NADBank), with up to $3 billion 
to be spent on “certified” Border XXI projects. Certification 
comes through the Border Environment Cooperation 
Commission, an 18-member body appointed by the 
administration and Mexico, consisting primarily of agency 
officials and NGO representatives. 

Again, the EPA’s answer may be “legally accurate”, but is 
completely misleading." 
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COP4 - Much ado about — the future of the world 


T he climate change treaty may be the single most 
important tool in the construction of global governance, 
according to Gustave Speth, former Director of the UN 
Development Program, former member of the Clinton/Gore 
Transition Team, and 
former Director of the 
World Resources 
Institute. Jessica 

Mathews, former Gore 
Advisor, State 
Department appointee, 
and currently a member 
of the UN’s Water 
Commission, says the 
climate change treaty 
“penetrates deeper into 
national sovereignty than 
any previous pact.” The 
climate change treaty is 
steaming ahead toward 
global governance despite 
the absence of human-induced global warming, and despite the 
U.S. Senate’s resolution declaring that the Senate would not 
ratify the Kyoto Protocol as written. in which the 

United Nations issues policies formulated by non-government 
organizations (NGOs) and administered by national 
governments. The saga of the climate change treaty illustrates 
vividly how the new system of global governance can 
overwhelm, and is overtaking traditional systems of 
governance, even the most powerful, the United States of 
America. 

Climate change was an early target for radical 
environmentalists. In the early 1970s, when the environmental 
movement in America had some semblance of sincerity, a 
handful of scientists warned that the rising concentrations of 
carbon dioxide in the atmosphere would cause global cooling. 
Such notable scientists as Dr. Stephen Schneider, wrote 
articles in leading news magazines predicting a new ice age. 
When the observed global temperatures failed to confirm the 
predictions, the temperature readings were said to be incorrect 
because the thermometers were located in urban centers, often 
near airports. Concrete buildings and pavement stored heat 
and distorted the readings. Satellites were launched in 1979 to 
measure the global temperature in 2.5-meter grids, from pole 
to pole, 24-hours per day, from the surface through the 
troposphere. 

As the environmental movement took on an international 
flavor through the work of the UN Environment Program 
(UNEP), and the 1987 United Nations Commission on 
Environment and Development, the world, especially the 
United States, was experiencing unusually warm weather. 
Then-Senator A1 Gore, conducted hearings on the subject. 
NASA scientist, Jim Hansen, testified that he believed that the 
unusually warm weather was evidence of global warming 


caused by increasing levels of carbon dioxide in the 
atmosphere. 

Conflicting testimony offered by other scientists was 
ignored by the media, and headlines around the world 
screamed the bad news: the planet is warming because humans 
are using fossil fuel. A1 Gore’s failed presidential bid may 
have slowed the global warming train slightly, but not much. 
While President George Bush occupied the White House 
between 1988 and 1992, A1 Gore expedited the Montreal 
Protocol which banned freon five years earlier than had been 
agreed. He promoted the creation of the National Religious 
Partnership for the Environment which regularly provides 
environmental propaganda to 67,300 American churches. He 
also wrote a book, Earth in the Balance , which was published 
just in time to inspire the tens of thousands of 
environmentalists who converged on Rio de Janeiro in 1992 to 
promote the adoption of Agenda 21, the Convention on 
Biological Diversity, and the Framework Convention on 


Hansen Says Climate Models 
Don’t Work 

Renowned climate modeler James Hansen, whose 1988 
congressional testimony kicked off the climate change 
policy debate, now says climate models just don’t work. 
Writing the the October 27 Proceedings of the National 
Academy of Science, Hansen states flatly that, “The 
forcings that drive long-term climate change are not known 
with an accuracy sufficient to define future climate 
changes.” 

Hansen is the lead climate modeler for the National 
Aeronautics and Space Administration. Ten years ago he 
said his model predicted that doubling atmospheric C02 
levels would drastically increase global temperature. In 
response, Congress ramped up the Climate Change 
Research Program which, after spending over $10 billion, 
has revealed deep uncertainties in climate forecasting. 
Hansen first noted some of these publicly almost a year 
ago (E Daily 2/14), then admitted his own model was 
wrong in July (E Daily 7/27). Now he says that modeling 
data per se is just too inaccurate for forecasting. 

Hansen’s article has dealt a stunning blow to the 
scientific foundations of climate policy, smashing 
whatever consensus there may have been on the future 
effects of increasing atmospheric carbon dioxide levels. 
“There never really was a consensus,” says Joel Bucher, 
climate policy analyst for Citizens for a Sound Economy, 
“but Hansen has made it official. The King of Modelers 
has courageously recanted.” 

(Excerptedfrom Electric Daily) 


The world is 
poised on the 
brink of a new 
millennium and 
a new system of 
governance... 
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Climate Change, all products of the United Nations 
Conference on Environment and Development. 

The climate change treaty said simply that 34 developed 
nations would voluntarily reduce their greenhouse gas 
emission to 1990 levels by the year 2000. The treaty was 
ratified in record time, less than six months, in December, 
1992. The treaty also created what is called a Conference of 
the Parties (COP) which is charged with implementing the 
treaty. The COP consists of delegates appointed by each of the 
nations that ratify the treaty. Each of the 171 nations that have 


UN Press Kit challenged 

The Center for the Study of Carbon Dioxide and 
Global Change in Tempe, Arizona, has completed a 
detailed analysis of the “press kit” posted on the UN web 
site for COP IV — and found it lacking. The 38-page 
analysis is available on the Center’s web site 
http://www.co2science.org. 

For example, the UN’s press kit says that 
projected temperature increases could cause ecosystems 
and agricultural zones to “shift towards the poles.... 
Forests, deserts, rangelands, and other unmanaged 
ecosystems would face new climatic stresses. As a result, 
many will decline or fragment, and individual species will 
be pushed to extinction.” 

Not likely, according to the Center. “In the case 
of rising atmospheric C0 2 concentration, ecosystems that 
are experiencing stress will likely be helped the most, as 
the many biological benefits of atmospheric C0 2 
enrichment are generally expressed to a greater degree 
under such circumstances.” 

The analysis goes on to report: “Whether or not 
climate change occurs, the carbon dioxide content of the 
air will rise appreciably. This phenomenon will enhance 
the productivity of nearly all crops [see web site for 
citations] and it will have the greatest percentage effect on 
vegetation exposed to less-than-favorable growing 
conditions, including stresses imposed by high 
temperature, soil salinity, aerial pollutants, lack of 
sunlight and insufficient water.” 

The assumption that agricultural zones will 
“shift toward the poles” is also flawed. “This assumption 
ignores the fact that the optimum temperature for plant 
growth and development typically rises with increasing 
levels of atmospheric carbon dioxide.” (Three different 
citations support this fact in the analysis.) 
“Consequently, not only would typically predicted 
increases in atmospheric carbon dioxide and air 
temperature not hurt agricultural plants, they would 
actually promote their growth and development. And this 
beneficial phenomenon would occur right were the plants 
are growing today, providing no impetus for any 
poleward shift in agricultural production zones....”* 


ratified the treaty may send as many delegates as they wish, but 
each nation gets only one vote — on the unusual occasions 
when a vote is taken. 

It took three years to get the COP organized. Its first 
meeting was held in Berlin, in 1995. The delegates decided 
that voluntary measures by the 34 nations affected by the treaty 
would not be sufficient to reduce carbon dioxide in the 
atmosphere. Therefore, the treaty should be converted to a 
“legally-binding” requirement that the 34 developed nations 
reduce their emissions. The first COP adopted the “Berlin 
Mandate,” which said that the COP would develop a Protocol 
(amendment) to the treaty by 1997 which would make the 
treaty legally binding and set precise targets for each of the 
developed nations. 

A1 Gore’s hand-picked representative, Timothy Wirth, 
headed the American delegation in Berlin. Wirth made several 
critical decisions in Berlin in 1995, with the explicit approval 
of A1 Gore. First, Wirth agreed that the Protocol to be 
developed by 1997, would not apply to developing nations, but 
would apply only to developed nations. Second, he agreed to 
accept whatever reduction targets for the United States that 
might be set by the UN body two years hence. Finally, he 
agreed to accept the UN’s enforcement of the treaty without 
having any idea of what the penalties for non-compliance 
might be, or how the UN intended to enforce the treaty. A 
scientist present at the Berlin conference, and very close to the 
American delegation, reported that Tim Wirth discussed each 
of these issues by phone directly with Vice President Gore 
during the negotiations, and secured his approval before 
committing America on each of these points. 

Before the second COP was held in Geneva in 1996, the 
Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC), another 
UN body created to study the science of climate change, 
completed its Second Assessment Report (SAR). 
Considerable controversy surrounded the report. Chapter 8 of 
the 2000 page report dealt with the science. The chapter was 
filled with statements by dozens of scientists who were 
unwilling to attribute climate change to human activity. The 
final document was agreed to by the scientists in late 1995. 
Before the document was published in early 1996, chapter 8 
was edited by the policy makers, omitting most of the 
comments that expressed skepticism about man’s influence on 
global climate. The Executive Summary of the report, 
produced by policy makers, said that “...the balance of 
evidence suggests human influence on global climate. " 

Almost unnoticed in the SAR, was a substantial reduction 
of the projected global warming that might occur as the result 
of human activity. The first assessment was made by the 
group just before the 1992 treaty was presented in Rio de 
Janeiro. At that time, they projected that the earth would warm 
3.5 to 8.5 degrees C by 2050. The 1996 estimate reduced the 
projection to 1 to 2.5 degrees C by 2100. Despite the reduced 
projection, and the tortured statement of evidence, the media 
and the global warming advocates heralded the report as 
“proof’ that man was despoiling the planet with fossil fuel. 
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COPII produced a “Ministerial Declaration” that said 
essentially, that “the science is settled,” and that the Protocol 
mandated in Berlin would be only the first step toward the 
eventual elimination of fossil fuel as a source of energy — in 
developed nations. Developing nations, however, were to be 
exempt from such restrictions. Once again, under the 
leadership of Timothy Wirth and Eileen Claussen, the 
American delegation agreed to the Declaration. During the 
year between COPII and COPIII, the subsidiary bodies of the 
Conference of the Parties met four times in a feverish attempt 
to complete the Protocol before the 1997 deadline mandated in 


What Global Emissions? 

Every ton of carbon discharged annually by fossil fuel 
burning in Canada and the United States is “sucked up” 
by carbon sinks in North America, says a new study 
published in the October issue of Science magazine (p. 
442). Martin Heimann, a modeler at the Max Planck 
Institute for Biogeochemistry in Jena, Germany, says: 
“the most obvious conclusion is that “there’s no need for 
the U.S. and Canada to curb emissions.” 

The researchers say that “1.7 pentagrams of carbon per 
year [absorbed by the sinks] roughly equa the continent’s 
fossil fuel carbon emissions of 1.6 pentagrams.” Policy 
wonks who insist that the Second Assessment Report 
(SAR) “settled the science,” are quick to challenge the 
validity of the study, claiming that the study is “riddled 
with uncertainties.” Such is the nature of science. The 
SAR is “riddled” with admissions of “uncertainty.” The 
strongest statement in the SAR only “suggests” a human 
influence on global climate. 

The point is clearly this: the science is not settled!. 
The science will not be settled by declaration — of the 
IPCC, the UFCCC, or the President of the United States. 
The science will be settled only when the facts are known, 
an agonizingly slow process that may take a decade or a 
century. Legally binding restrictions on carbon emissions 
are clearly premature, and probably unnecessary. 
Proponents of the Kyoto Protocol hold up the 
“precautionary principle” as justification for moving 
forward in the absence of “scientific certainty.” “If there 
is a chance that global wanning will intensify, should we 
not move forward?” proponents ask. 

The same case can be made for the opponents of the 
Kyoto Protocol: ‘if there is a chance that the Kyoto 
Protocol will destroy the world’s most productive 
economies,” opponents may ask, “should we not delay 
implementation? If the precautionary principle has any 
validity at all, it must cut both ways. At the moment, it is 
far more certain that the Kyoto Protocol will have much 
greater impact on the global economy than on the global 
climate. 


Berlin in 1995. 

Kyoto, Japan was selected as the location for COPIII, thus, 
the Protocol is known as the Kyoto Protocol. Politics created 
an untenable situation for Timothy Wirth. Just weeks before 
the Kyoto conflab, the U.S. Senate adopted a resolution that 
said it would not ratify a Protocol which did not include all 
nations, nor one which adversely affected the U.S. economy. 
President Clinton stood before a national TV audience and 
said he would not accept a treaty that did not include 
“meaningful participation” of all nations. Wirth, who had said 
just the opposite in Berlin and in Geneva, was left to spin 
slowly in the wind. Rather than face his counterparts with egg 
on his face, he resigned his position as Undersecretary of State 
for Global Affairs days before the Kyoto conference. Wirth 
accepted a position with Ted Turner, to administer Turner’s $1 
billion gift to the UN. Eileen Claussen, too, resigned from the 
State Department, to head a newly created $5.2 million Pew 
project to promote global warming education. 

In Kyoto, the delegates tried to ignore the Senate 
resolution. Raul Estrada, Argentina’s Chairman of - the 
subsidiary body charged with writing the Protocol, made 
condescending statements about the interference of the U.S. 
Senate, and about the presence of U.S. Congressmen in Kyoto 
to observe the process. 

The Kyoto conference bogged down over the “meaningful 
participation” for developing nations the U.S. delegates tried 
to write into the Protocol. China, primarily, and the G-77 
(developing nations) said absolutely not. There would be no 
requirements placed on developing nations. Moreover, the 
delegates had devised a formula for reductions by developed 
nations that called for more severe reductions than those 
required by the 1992 treaty. The Protocol, as it was shaping 
up, clearly ignored the Senate mandate, as well as the 
conditions the President said would be necessary before he 
would accept the Protocol. 

Enter A1 Gore. Two days before the two-week meeting 
was scheduled to adjourn. Vice President A1 Gore made a 
dramatic entrance — helicopter on the rooftop, hordes of 
secret service types, a frenzy of TV cameras — to announce 
that he had instructed his delegates to “exercise more 
flexibility” in the negotiations. In the end, the U.S. agreed to 
a Protocol that applied only to developed nations, and which 
required emissions reductions 7% below 1990 levels. For the 
concession, Gore got the inclusion of a “place-holder” clause 
that calls for some kind of unspecified “emissions trading” 
scheme, and a postponement of the “legally-binding” feature 
until 2008. It may just be a coincidence that the enforcement 
date coincides nicely with the end of a second term for the 
President who succeeds Bill Clinton. Maybe not. 

The Protocol adopted in Kyoto in December of 1997, after 
nearly 36-hours of non-stop negotiations during the final days 
of the conference, satisfied the Berlin Mandate, but hardly any 
of the delegates. Left unaddressed were such major issues as 
enforcement, monitoring, emissions trading, technology 
transfer, and, most important, to the developing nations, how 
money is to be transferred from the north to the south. 

These issues were taken up by the delegates in an inter- 
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sessional meeting in June, 1997, in Bonn. With six months to 
ponder what had been done in Kyoto, even the most strident 
advocates for the Protocol could find fault with the final 
document. Confusion, nearing panic in Kyoto, had produced 
a document that Congressman Sensenbrenner, and many 
others, call “fatally flawed.” The Protocol requires ratification 
by 55 nations that produce 55% of the world’s greenhouse 
emissions, before it can go into force as international law. As 
a practical matter, the Protocol cannot go into force without 
ratification by the United States, since the U.S. is the world’s 
largest producer of greenhouse gases. The treaty cannot be 
amended until it goes into force. The U.S. Senate is on record 
saying it will not ratify the treaty until it includes all nations. 
It cannot include developing nations without being amended. 
Sensenbrenner told a press briefing recently in Buenos Aires 
that the administration had negotiated themselves into a comer 
from which there is no escape. He recommended scrapping 
the Protocol and starting over. 

COP-IV is the first full meeting of the Parties since 
Kyoto. The U.S. delegation, now under the leadership of 
Melinda Kimball and Stuart Eizenstat, could not even get the 
issue of “meaningful participation” on the agenda. On the 
opening day of the conference, Ms. Kimball’s suggestion that 
the issue be placed on the agenda, met five hours of speeches 
condemning the United States for suggesting that developing 
nations be included in the Protocol. The issue was rejected 
soundly. 

Once again, the negotiations bogged down over mountains 
of minutia. Argentina announced that it would “voluntarily” 
accept emissions reductions targets. In an extensive article in 
the Buenos Aires Herald , Argentine President Menem 
explained that the gesture would qualify Argentina to receive 
$700 million for doing nothing more than “not cutting trees.” 

No one expected any major break-through in Buenos 
Aires. No one was disappointed; there was none. Instead, the 
delegates diplomatically adopted a two-year plan of action 
designed to “work out” the problems that remain with the 
protocol. Even this feeble document would probably not have 
been possible, had the United States not signed the Protocol 
during the conference. Speculation raged that A1 Gore would 
come personally to Buenos Aires, to once again, rescue the 
grid-locked negotiations. It didn’t happen. An obscure, 
Acting Ambassador to the UN, Peter Burleigh, signed the 
document amid news reports of a troop build-up preparing to 
bomb Iraq. 

The signing was big news in Buenos Aires, if not in the 
United States. It was enough to break the log-jam and produce 
the final agreement to continue discussions for two more years 
in hopes of finding solutions to the seemingly insoluble 
problems created by the Protocol. The Parties will meet again 
in Bonn in May/June of 1998, and again at COP-V, in a 
location yet to be decided. The United States will continue to 
pay the bulk of the expenses for the delegates from developing 
nations to attend these meetings. They will continue meeting 
throughout 1999 and 2000, expecting the Protocol to be in 
force by COP- VI. There will be another election in the 
United States in 2000 which is expected to usher A1 Gore into 


the White House and enough of his followers into the Senate 
to guarantee ratification. In the meantime, President Clinton 
has said he will not risk the Protocol by sending it to the 
Senate for an up-or-down vote. 

While he is waiting for more favorable election returns, 
the EPA is handing out money to NGOs to promote the Kyoto 
Protocol under the banner of “climate change education.” The 
EPA is using tax dollars to “educate” communities across the 
land through local conferences. Rarely has there been such a 
vigorous propaganda campaign by any administration to 
promote a policy that is based on so dubious a scientific 
foundation. One must wonder why? ■ 


U.S. signs Kyoto Protocol 

President Clinton claims that the official 
signature of the United States of America, attached to the 
Kyoto Protocol, is “mostly symbolic.” It does not 
“obligate” the U.S. in any way, says the President. Not 
so, says Michael Zammit Cutajar. Executive Secretary of 
the United Nations Framework Convention on Climate 
Change. By signing the document, Cutajar says, the 
United States is signaling to the rest of the world that it 
recognizes the text of the document to be authentic, that it 
intends to ratify the document and be legally bound by it, 
and, perhaps most important, that the United States will 
take no policy action inconsistent with the Protocol 
before it is ratified. 

President Clinton has said repeatedly that he 
would not present the Protocol to the Senate for 
ratification for at least two years (until after the next 
election). Through his spokesman, Stuart Eizenstat, he 
has told the Senate that he would not “back-door” 
implementation of the Protocol without Senate 
ratification. But in Buenos Aires, the same Stuart 
Eizenstat told the delegates that the Clinton 
administration was already taking bold steps to achieve 
the aims of the Protocol by establishing a $6.3 billion 
war-chest to “educate” the public and to provide 
“incentives” to corporations which take early actions. 

The U.S. Congress is being outmaneuvered at 
every turn, apparently having not yet learned that what 
the President says, even on national television, is not 
what he means. 

Signing the Protocol unjammed the log-jam in 
Buenos Aires. It most definitely obligates the United 
States in the eyes of the rest of the world, to not 
implement policies inconsistent with the Protocol. The 
President’s Executive Order 13083 lists “international 
obligations” as one of many justifications for the 
imposition of federal jurisdiction over state and local law. 
Obligations accepted by virtue of the U.S. signature on 
the Kyoto Protocol could well be cited as justification for 
federal authority to block, or impose, state and local 
policies, to assure compliance with the Kyoto Protocol. 
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Global Warming Forum on Science Behind 
the World's Hottest Environmental Issue 

by Gerald T. Westbrook, TSBV Consultants 


Introduction 

his meeting was held in Houston on 25 September 
1998. It brought together seven global warming 
scientists — many with international reputations — 
and one prominent science writer to discuss the science behind 
global warming. This group was fairly split between skeptics, 
neutrals and proponents. The seminar was sponsored by The 
Houston Forum with program support from The Gordon and 
Mary Cain Foundation. 

This event drew an eclectic and heterogeneous audience of 
about 300, including 40 to 50 high school students and their 
teachers. The structure of the meeting included seven 
presentations, lunch and two additional talks after lunch. What 
follows is not a detailed review of each paper, but rather some 
highlights and overall tone of the meeting. 

It was rather difficult for each scientist to make concise 
and lucid presentations in the brief time available. What was 
achieved, however, was to see all of these individuals in action 
and to observe that a deep and complex debate on global 
wanning exists. 

In the past the existence of a debate has been down-played 
and skeptics have been depicted as few in number, negative, 
on the marginal side of the science and even a bit crazy. In 
contrast the skeptics at this Forum came across as positive, 
brilliant, human and interesting. For example Dr. Richard 
Lindzen, of MIT, possibly the leading academician in the 
climate field and perhaps the world's most pronounced global 
warming skeptic, is teaching a course this year on American 
musical comedy. Dr. John Christy of NASA and the 
University of Alabama at Huntsville, who is one of the key 
driving forces behind the satellite based temperature data, is 
also a minister, a missionary in Kenya and a marathon runner. 

Dr. Christy assured the students present that the current 
generation of climate scientists would leave them with many 
interesting problems to solve. Although this meeting had 
separate segments on the measurement of temperature and on 
anthropogenic versus natural climate change, the audience 
might not have realized that the global warming debate really 
centers on these two rather simple tasks — at least simple in 
concept. These tasks, namely the detection of a warming and 
an attribution of what is the source of that warming, need to 
be repeated over and over again along with the relative status 
of each task. 

Temperature and Other Weather Data 

Christy effectively defended the satellite-based 
temperature record over the past ~20 years. Several 
adjustments have been discovered. And these often seem to be 
presented in a fashion which conveys that they finally resolve 
major differences with surface based data, and as a result, we 
are left with the conventional wisdom that the world is 


warming. Christy was confident that the basic differences in 
temperature trends remain. These show the satellite data with a 
slightly negative temperature trend versus a positive trend for 
surface based data. He argues that his conclusion is also 
supported by balloon data and a third source — night marine air 
temperature. 

Christy also expressed concern about the recent flurry of 
reports on so-called extreme climate events claiming them as 
evidence of global warming. As an example of this kind of 
hype, he cited reports on the extreme drought in Texas this 
summer. He noted that, while Texas was dry this summer, the 
worst period by far was during the 1930s. In that multi-year 
period drought existed all the way from Canada down to 
Mexico. He noted, in contrast, that Kansas, for example, has 
had bumper crops this year. Christy concluded that climate is 
changing. It always has and always will. While a fraction of 
that change may seem to be coupled with human activities, no 
one knows how much. 

Anthropogenic vs. Natural Climate Change — 
the Signal to Noise Ratio 

The problem of noise in the data and in the overall 
communications on this subject was noted. Dr. Lindzen 
commented that most of what the public knows about global 
warming does not come from the scientific community, but 
rather from advocacy groups such as the Union of Concerned 
Scientists, the Sierra Club and so on. And some people from 
these groups distort scientific data. 

Dr. Gerald North, from Texas A&M, noted that there are 
traps and minefields all over the place in doing research on this 
subject. He felt that long-term climate simulations can help to 
understand the noise in the system. He introduced the radio 
analogy where you have a signal and static. This is what we 
have with climate research. He noted you are looking for very 
faint signals in a very noisy system. North argued that the solar 
signal is not yet detectable, that the volcanic signal is easily 
detected, and that the greenhouse gas and aerosol signals are 
detected. Not only is each of these signals large and near 
canceling one another out, but their strength estimates are likely 
inaccurate. Given the status of this evidence, is it adequate or 
useful in answering policy analysis questions? He answered his 
own question with a "Not sure," yet perhaps the data can be of 
some use. 

Lindzen noted that we are talking about very small 
temperature changes. He suggested that natural climate 
variability' needs a great deal more emphasis. He discussed three 
or four areas of natural climate variability which large computer 
models do not pick up at all, or do so with insufficient detail or 
accuracy. El Nino is the best known example of such natural 
climate variability. He reported a problem today with the testing 
of large computer models of the climate. He sees a circular trap. 
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Today we use estimates of natural climate variability, obtained 
from very long term runs of a model, to test the model. He 
argues that this circular approach is on pretty shaky grounds. 

Conclusions 

The eight panelists were queried about the anthropogenic 
warming expected over the next century given a doubling of 
C02. Two came in at 2 °C, three came in at between 1 - 2 °C, 
two came in at 1 °C and one came in at well under 1 °C. 

A second query asked each panelist if he would sign the 
Kyoto treaty. Six of the seven scientists said no. Dr. Stephen 
Schneider from Stanford voted yes. Gerald North voted no -- 
a change from his prior position — based on inputs that a fully 
implemented treaty would only save an estimated 0.2 - 1 °C of 
warming by 2100. 

Of the several questions fielded, two were of particular 
interest to this observer. One question was raised regarding 
where the money had come from to conduct this research. The 
panelists answered, randomly, citing agencies like EPA, DOD, 
NOAA and finally NASA. I kept waiting to hear the words 
"the American tax-payer." but they never came. 

A second question was from a student seeking guidance on 
what his generation should do on planning for the future. Dr. 
Christy suggested that they learn how to think, find out why 
people think they way they do, discover where the data they 
are using are coming from, and consider what agendas may be 
at work. While the answer given was positive and useful, it 
missed an important analogy based on the signal to noise ratio 
discussed earlier. The answer might have noted that students 
( no, indeed all of us) are besieged with thousands of 
messages every day — from TV ads, TV programs, 
tele-marketers, newspapers, the Internet, political pitches and 
spin and so on. This writer wrote a paper about 15 years ago 
on what was termed the emerging communications revolution. 
While correct on the issue and direction, the incredible 
magnitude of this revolution was totally missed, because the 
traffic volume and message quality' anticipated has been totally 
eclipsed. 

We are living in a world of very low signal to noise ratio. 
Hence students, to become effective, need to function like a 
World War II radio operator striving to filter valuable 
intelligence out of the daily propaganda stream. They need to 
learn how to process this huge data flow, assess it, deflect most 
of it, filter out some of the noise, store it in residual brain cells, 
retrieve it as needed, and compare it to new inputs from new 
sources. Without this capability, individuals will become easy 
marks for the industrial, commercial, environmental, 
educational and political shysters that are endemic in our 
society." 

Editor’s note: 

Westbrook is a Senior Associate at the Energy' Institute , U. of 
Houston and a petrochemical and energy' consultant. He has 
followed and researched the global warming issue for more 
than ten years. 


Scaremongering 

D uring the UN’s climate change meetings in Argentina, 
the Buenos Aires Herald reported as “news” some of 
the best-refuted myths of the global warming scare. 
“The story is clearly designed to aid and abet the global doom- 
sayers at the UN-sponsored COP4 conference in Buenos Aires,” 
said Mario Lewis, Vice President for Policy and Coalitions at the 
Competitive Enterprise Institute, an NGO observer at the 
conference. 

“Dengue at the Doorstep” reports that Aedes aegypti , the 
dengue fever-transmitting mosquito, is now “present in more 
than a third of the homes” in Buenos Aires. According to a 
World Wildlife Fund press briefing, there are now enough 
carrier mosquitoes in Buenos Aires to “trigger an epidemic.” 
Predictably, the article repeats the warning of the “scientists” 
and “experts” that dengue, yellow fever, malaria, and cholera 
will spread throughout the Americas because of human-induced 
global warming. 

“This is pure bunkum,” said Lewis. “Dengue, yellow fever, 
malaria, and cholera are not diseases of climate but of poverty.” 
At a recent briefing sponsored by CEI, Dr. Paul Reiter, chief of 
entomology at the Centers for Disease Control and Prevention 
(CDC), explained that malaria has been found as far north as 
Russia, Scandinavia, and Alaska. These allegedly “tropical” 
diseases were once endemic to the United States, killing tens of 
thousands of people in the 19 th century, when the world, still in 
the grips of the Little Ice Age, was 1°F colder than it is today. 
“The virtual absence of these diseases in the United States today 
has nothing to do with climate and everything to do with modern 
day innovations in housing and health care,” said Lewis. 

For example, the dengue fever epidemic that recently swept 
though Mexico up to the Texas border afflicted some 6,000 
people in Mexico, but only 6 in Texas. Moreover, some areas of 
the southern United States are warmer than the Caribbean 
countries now experiencing dengue outbreaks. “The real danger 
is that by suppressing energy use, the Kyoto Protocol will hold 
back the economic and technological progress needed to protect 
societies from insect-borne disease,” said Lewis. 

The Herald article attributes Peru’s 1991 cholera outbreak 
to oceanic warming. “That’s bad reporting,” said Lewis. 
Peruvian authorities, taking their cue from unproven U.S. EPA 
speculation about a possible link between chlorine and cancer, 
stopped chlorinating Peru’s water supply. Chlorination had 
eliminated cholera epidemics in Peru. Eliminating chlorination 
brought them back. 

Malaria is making a comeback in South America, but this is 
the result of political decisions, influenced by environmental 
activists, to discontinue the use of DDT. “Anyone who doubts 
that the use or non-use of DDT is the critical factor accounting 
for variable malaria rates in South America should read the 
article by Donald Roberts and colleagues on the CDC’s web site 
(www.cdc.gov),” said Lewis." 
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U.S. Representatives’ press briefing, November 10,1998 

Buenos Aires, Argentina 

4 th Conference of the Parties to the UN Framework Convention on Climate Change 

Editor’s note: A bi-partisan delegation of six U.S. Congressmen attended the Buenos Aires Conference on 
Climate Change. Here is a transcription of their press briefing. It was not reported in the national media. 


M y name is Jim Sensenbrenner of Wisconsin, 
Chairman of the Committee on Science, U.S. House 
of Representatives, and Head of the Bipartisan 
Congressional Delegation to the Fourth Conference of the 
Parties to the United Nations Framework Convention on 
Climate Change. I am joined today by several other Members 
of the Delegation from the U.S. House of Representatives, 
including Republican Representatives Joe Barton of Texas, Jo 
Ann Emerson of Missouri, Joe Knollenberg of Michigan, Ken 
Calvert of California, and Democratic Representative Ron 
Klink of Pennsylvania. 

We are here today to discuss our concerns that Vice 
President Gore may sign the Protocol negotiated last year in 
Kyoto without obtaining meaningful participation by 
developing countries and finalizing the emissions trading, joint 
implementation and clean development mechanisms. These 
items are necessary to prevent economic harm to the United 
States from an unfair treaty. 

At this morning’s briefing by the Administration’s head 
negotiator, Undersecretary of State Stuart Eizenstat, I asked 
whether or not the Administration would sign the treaty this 
week during the negotiations in Buenos Aires. Mr. Eizenstat 
stated this decision was under active consideration but that 
such a move, if it occurs, would be “symbolic.” He further 
said the treaty would not be submitted to the United States 
Senate for ratification until after meaningful participation by 
developing countries and acceptable trading and credit 
mechanisms were achieved. 

Signing the Protocol does have significance. According 
to the Executive Secretariat of the UN Framework Convention 
on Climate Change, while “signing” the Protocol does not 
constitute ratification or acceptance, a nation’s signature does 
indicate that it “recognizes the authentic text, intends to 
complete the procedures for becoming legally bound by it and 
is committed not to act against the treaty’s objectives before 
being so bound.” 

The Members and I assembled here today believe signing 
the treaty at this time is a mistake for a number of reasons. 

First, the Administration has not been able to achieve 
meaningful participation by developing nations. Without such 
a commitment, the treaty remains unfair to American workers. 
In October, 1997 president Clinton said, “The United States 
will not assume binding obligations unless key developing 
nations meaningfully participate in this effort.” Nevertheless, 
we find Vice President Gore may sign the Protocol without 
obtaining these commitments. 

Second, signing the Treaty without intending to submit it 


to the United States Senate for ratification sends conflicting 
messages. In effect, the Clinton Administration is trying to have 
it both ways. The interpretation by other nations will be that the 
U.S. intends to implement the Kyoto Protocol. But by 
characterizing signing the Protocol as “symbolic,” the 
Administration is attempting to tell the American people who are 
concerned about soaring energy prices and the loss of jobs: 
“Don’t worry, signing this document doesn’t mean anything.” 

Putting the signature of the United States on a treaty does 
mean something. And sending it to the U.S. Senate for an up or 
down vote should not be contingent on the results of future 
negotiations that may or may not achieve their goals. If the 
treaty is signed over our objections, it should be sent to the U.S. 
Senate for its advice and consent to ratification when Congress 
reconvenes in January. 

The problem is that most observers agree that the Kyoto 
Protocol cannot be ratified by the Senate because the necessary 
two-thirds of the Senate will not vote in favor of this fatally- 
flawed treaty. The Byrd-Hagel Resolution, which the Senate 
passed last year by a vote of 95 - 0, states that “the United States 
should not be a signatory to” any Protocol that requires domestic 
greenhouse gas reductions without commitments from 
developing countries, or that would result in serious harm to the 
economy of the United States. 

I have urged the White House officials to remember those 
minimum criteria before deciding to sign the treaty. And the 
White House ought to be mindful of the Byrd-Hagel Resolution 
provisions when they go to the negotiating table. Byrd-Hagel 
says quite clearly that any global warming treaty devoid of 
developing country participation and credible evidence that 
America will maintain its economic health and vitality will be 
dead on arrival. 

Ron Klink (D-PA) 

1 am here also representing the ranking member of the full 
committee (Commerce), John Dingell. Mr. Dingell has stayed 
away in protest, he is so convinced that the administration is 
going to sign this Protocol, that he’s going to stay back in 
Washington DC and talk to the press back there about all the 
many ills that signing this Protocol will bring upon our country. 
He, and I, and many of the members sitting up here today, 
believe that by signing this, and not having full participation by 
the developing nations, that we are, in essence, taking the first 
major step toward the de-industrialization of our nation. 

I don’t use those terms lightly. What we are risking with 
signing the Protocol is, number 1, having a back-door way of 
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implementing this without going to the Senate because the 
Byrd-Hagel Resolution that passed 95 to 0 on July 25, 1997, 
they said they would not ratify this without meaningful 
participation by the developing nations. 

Now the other question is, and I ask all of you who have 
been here or were in Kyoto, what is “meaningful 
participation.” None of the members up here know what that 
means. We’ve not been told what is “meaningful 
participation.” What does this mean for the developing 
countries? What does this mean for our nation as well? To 
borrow a phrase from my dear friend John Dingell, he said 
They’ve done both of those things. The only thing left to do is 
just fold everything and give all your chips away. That is what 
it appears to me that they are about to do if they are to sign this 
Protocol here today. I would urge them, if they are thinking 
about it, to not take that step. 

I would also like say that while I am not representing 
Senator Byrd, I would like to draw to your attention a letter the 
Senator sent to the President. I understand Todd Schultz has 
copies of this letter also. We can make these letters available 
to the press also. I won’t read the entire letter, but I will just 
tell you a couple of things he reminds the President. Signing 
this Protocol would be contrary 
to the plain language of Senate 
Resolution 98 that we have all 
referred to. Also, it would go 
against the consensus of the 
Senate. The consensus of the 
Senate, according to Senator 
Byrd, is the same, 
unanimously. Unless the 
developing nations are going to 
have participation in this, the 
United States should not move 
forward. Furthermore, he is 
convinced that signing the Kyoto Protocol would not improve 
your negotiating position, vis a vis the developing countries. 
Signing now only puts greater pressure on the administration 
to support a Protocol that does not meet the conditions set out 
in Senate Resolution 98. Signing now implies a commitment 
to the Protocol that undermines our future leverage with the 
biggest emitters in the developing world. 

In essence, it’s very simple. This is a very complex issue 
I understand, but this issue is very simple. In this giant 
universe if you’re worried about global warming, we all have 
the same address — planet earth. It does not make sense for 
us to play by one set of rules while encouraging our dirtiest 
emitters in the United States to move to a country that doesn’t 
have to play by those same rules. Instead of developing new, 
cleaner technology, new ways of doing things, we are, in 
essence, saying go ahead and take the worst technologies, the 
dirtiest technologies, and move to another country. Thank you 
for being here. 

Congressman Barton (TX) 

I am the Chairman of the Oversight & Investigation 


Subcommittee of the Commerce Committee. Congressman 
Klink and I have held numerous hearings on this issue during the 
last two Congresses. I must tell you, having been an official 
observer in Kyoto, and now at this conference, I do not see that 
much has changed. It appears to me that the Clinton 
administration intends to implement this treaty by osmosis, 
simply let it kind of filter in and everybody assumes that it is the 
thing to do. Well, I want to inform all our good friends and 
allies in Western Europe and Japan and Asia, Central and South 
America, that the United States democracy doesn’t work that 
way. 

The U.S. Congress, both the House and the Senate, is going 
to continue to monitor this. We’re going to insist on, and put it 
in the House of Representatives regular order. To quote the 
Leipzig declaration that was signed by over 100 climate 
scientists recently, they say the Kyoto treaty is dangerously 
simplistic, quite ineffective, and economically destructive. 
That’s not my words, or Congresses’ words; that’s over 100 
climate scientists in a declaration signed Leipzig, Germany. 
We’re here to bring a little common sense and reality to this 
happening. I would assume on both sides of the aisle when we 
get back to Washington in January, we will do the best we can 

to get our administration — 
Mr. Clinton, Mr. Gore, Ms 
Browner — to listen to the 
people of the United States of 
America. They do not want 
this treaty in its current form. 

Congressman Knollenberg 
(MI) 

Let me be very brief. 
You’ve heard, I think, from 
enough folks up here to get 
some picture of our concern. We don’t take this lightly. The 
Kyoto Protocol is, I believe, fatally flawed. It’s too much, too 
soon, and there’s too few developing nations that are considered 
in this whole scheme. I think what we have to do, because of the 
immature science involved here, I think we have to slow down. 
Let’s not walk away from it, but let’s slow down. Let’s perfect 
the science. We haven’t really had any kind of debate through 
Congress or otherwise on this whole issue of carbon dioxide and 
global warming. 

You would think, on the basis of what you hear from the 
administration that it has been done, it’s over, it’s behind us. 
Not so; that hasn’t happened. So, the Protocol itself is flawed. 
The process is flawed. The administration has backed itself into 
a corner. They truly have. The result is, here we are today 
waiting, maybe tomorrow, maybe the next day, for this 
agreement to be signed. I think that is a huge mistake. It 
certainly doesn’t help us. It hurts us. I conclude with that. 

Questioner from Australia 

Congressman, Is your position not in danger of being overtaken 
by the private sector that appears to be moving in support of the 


“...the administration has got us 
into a position like going into a 
card game when you know the 
game is rigged, and then, secondly, 
misplaying your hand. ” 
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Kyoto Protocol? And what is your position on early credits 
for those companies that come on-board early? 

(Congressman Knollenberg) 

The answer to your first question is no. Each of us 
represent approximately 560,000 people in our various 
constituencies, who are concerned about their energy costs and 
concerned about their jobs. I think the message of our last 
election is that the American people, when the economy is 
well, vote to reelect governments and when the economy is 
poor, they don’t. The charge that Speaker Gingrich gave to 
this delegation, both last year and this year, is to review the 
actions of the COP conference and answer three questions: (1) 
is the treaty supported by sustainable and credible science; (2) 
is the treaty workable; (3) is the treaty fair to the United 
States? 

I think the scientific jury is out. There are credible 
scientists on both sides of this question and , quoting the 
scientists who happen to agree with their position. To the 
second and third questions, the answer is clearly no. I do not 
think the treaty is workable because there have been no 
agreements relative to emissions trading, on implementation of 
credits that have been 
negotiated. The devil is in the 
mass of details. Any treaty that 
exempts 134 of the 180 nations 
in the world from any 
reductions of the growth rate of 
greenhouse gas emissions, will 
merely result in changing the 
address of pollution and the 
changing of jobs and wealth 
and income to places where the 
cost of manufacturing is lower because of lower energy costs 
or labor costs and lower costs for compliance with 
environmental regulations. That’s what we are looking at. 
Many of the large American multi-national companies are 
looking not only at their U.S. operations, but at their foreign 
operations as well. Our job, as members of Congress elected 
by the people, is to look out for our people. 


don’t want them to have to do it with a gun to their head. I live 
in an area of western Pennsylvania around Pittsburg. There are 
13 counties in southwest Pennsylvania that lost 155,000 
manufacturing jobs, mainly because they were investing in 
scrubbers and pollution control devices instead of modernizing 
their manufacturing processes. We have seen too many times, 
when we force upon industries a set of behaviors, the minimum 
wage, labor protections, environmental rules, they will not stay 
there and be good citizens, they will move off shore, go 
somewhere else where they can pay a heck of a lot less, where 
the environmental laws, if there are any, are not enforced. And 
they leave us high and dry. We don’t want to put our industries 
in a position to have to make that choice. 

Curtis ?, International Wildlife Magazine 

I have two questions, one for Congressman Sensenbrenner, and 
one for the panel. My daughter is going to school in Mexico 
where the streets are not paved, they have no running water — 
what kind of participation would you expect from them? 
Congressman Sensenbrenner, you were recently reelected by 
91% in an election with only token opposition. Companies that 
oppose the Kyoto Protocol contributed $30,000 to your 

campaign. Are you going to 
meet with any of those 
companies while you are here? 

(Congressman 
Sensenbrenner) 

I’m willing to meet with 
anybody. I think that if you 
have the time to talk to my 
constituents, you find that 1 
meet with anybody back home. I’ve had over 350 open town 
meetings where anybody can come on in and ask any questions 
they want, make whatever statements they want to make and we 
don’t ask what people’s political affiliations are. And we don’t 
have cash registers for campaign contributions. I think that’s the 
way most members of Congress happen to operate. I think you 
have raised a red herring. 


“I don’t think there is a clear 
scientific answer, despite the fact 
that there are zealots on each side 
saying there is... ” 


(Congressman Barton) 

I might add to that, we’re not anti-environment, and if 
businesses want to retrofit their plants, or they want to create 
new plants and use the best available technology, we’re all for 
that. What we’re against, is almost unilaterally requiring the 
United States of America to make significant reductions in the 
greenhouse gasses while the developing nations can do so on 
a voluntary basis if they wish, and some of our more developed 
allies, because of changes in their economies, in terms of real 
restructuring, have to do almost nothing. 

(Congressman Klink) 

Good point. We’re in favor of voluntary compliance. We 


(Congressman Klink ) 

Your first question about Mexico, I think you bring up a 
very good point. It’s one that I’ve tried to make as we’ve gone 
through different issues with the EPA back in Washington DC. 
Nothing, in my estimation, causes more degradation to the 
environment than poverty. Now, how do you get out of poverty? 
You create wealth. You create jobs. You create industry. Why 
do we have tens of thousands of people dying from hurricane 
Mitch in Central America, while it hit the southern tip of Florida 
and we had almost no loss of life there? Because people were 
living in hovels. They don’t have storm water drainage. They 
don’t have the kind of infrastructure and flood control that can 
be put together by a developed nation. So, just taking a look at 
one issue by itself., that’s this rigged game that we’re in. We’re 
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not looking at the tremendous amount of life that can be lost 
around this world based on poverty and lack of infrastructure. 
The reason we have so much wealth and infrastructure in the 
United States is because we built our nation up on rather 
inexpensive carbon-based fuel. Now, if we have to get away 
from that, we have to figure out how we are going to do it. 
Nuclear energy is a fine possibility. We have problems to 
solve in the storage of our nuclear waste. And the cleaning up 
of our nuclear waste. These are all problems that we can’t just 
keep going to all these exotic locations like Kyoto one year, 
Rio de Janeiro the year before, here we are in Buenos Aires, 
where we’re going next year, and holding again — I hate to 
keep using it — but we’re holding a gun to the head of our 
industries and to the developed nations, and we’re not focusing 
on what we need to do to help these developing nations to 
develop. And that is clearly a large part of the problem. I 
thank you for bringing that up. 

(Congressman Barton ) 

Let me... first I think we should commend your daughter, 
and you for encouraging your 
daughter to go to Mexico to try 
to help the citizens there who 
don’t have some of the benefits 
we have in the United States. 

Having said that, As 
Congressman Klink just 
pointed out, not only the 
United States, but Western 
Europe and Japan have utilized 
their resources to devote to 
economic opportunity. It 
strikes me that some of the so- 
called developing nations, 

China, Mexico, India, had 
civilizations before there were any civilizations in the United 
States, other than nomadic wandering tribes. Yet, they are still 
developing. We need to encourage them to continue to 
develop democratic models and also to use energy efficiency 
to create economic opportunity. Saddling the United States, 
which is 30% of the world’s economy with a treaty that is a 
negative to our economy does not help the people in Mexico 
that your daughter is trying to help. 

Greg ?, Voice of America 

To what extent is this treaty a partisan issue in the U.S. 
Congress? What would you require to approve this treaty? 

(Congressman Sensenbrenner) 

First, this is not a partisan issue. The delegation that was 
sent down is a bi-partisan delegation. There are members of 
the delegation who are in favor of the treaty. So there is a 
wide gamut of opinion. The senior democrat in the House of 
Representatives, John Dingell, of Michigan is a member of the 


delegation, and he decided not to come. He is opposed to the 
treaty. The senior democrat in the U. S Senate, Robert Byrd of 
West Virginia, is opposed to the treaty. In the letter he sent 
yesterday to the president asking him not to sign the treaty, that 
was referred to by Mr. Klink and others. So this is not a partisan 
issue whatsoever. 

The answer to the second part of your question: the 
Constitution of the United States does not give Congress the 
power to negotiate with foreign countries. That’s something that 
is reserved exclusively to the Executive Branch. But we are here 
in Buenos Aires doing as we did in Kyoto, observing the actions 
of the Executive Branch, reporting to the public and to our 
colleagues, to you and to our constituencies, what our 
conclusions are. I think that there is almost unanimous bi¬ 
partisan agreement, that as this treaty sits now, it is dead on 
arrival. It will not be ratified by the United States Senate. The 
question is what can be done to attempt to either salvage the 
process or to declare that the process is fatally flawed and start 
over in addressing this issue. My personal view, I don’t know 
if it is shared by my colleagues or not, is that the process is 
fatally flawed. The reason the process is fatally flawed, is that 

the terms of the Kyoto 
Protocol, requires a three- 
quarters vote to amend the 
terms of the Protocol such as 
providing a voluntary 
mechanism to adhere to the 
Protocol. However the 
Protocol cannot be amended 
until it comes into force. And 
practically speaking, it cannot 
come into force absent the 
ratification of the United States 
Senate. So, the administration 
has backed itself into a corner. 

I don’t see how it can get out 
of the corner because the Byrd-Hagel resolution requires 
meaningful participation of developing countries. The President 
has said he won’t send the Protocol to the Senate for ratification 
without such participation. There’s no way to amend the 
Protocol to provide for voluntary participation prior to Senate 
ratification. 

(Congressman Barton) 

I want to comment on the bi-partisan question. I am not the 
Whip organization of the House. The Whip is the person who 
counts the votes. But I don’t believe here would be a majority 
of democrats that would be in favor of this. I know in the Senate 
there wouldn’t be. So it’s not just a question of getting the two- 
thirds. On the Republican side, you probably have about a 
fourth of the Republicans in the House who would vote for it 
and about three-fourths who would vote against it. 

(Congresswoman Jo Ann Emerson) 

Let me address this from the agriculture perspective; I sit on 


“/ think we give our forefathers 
credit for developing a market- 
based system in the United States 
that’s based on pluralistic 
democracy that uses market forces 
to create economic opportunity. ” 
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Follow the money 

NGOs get $792 million 


the House Agriculture Committee. I would say, probably nine- 
tenths of the Agriculture Committee on both sides would 
oppose the treaty because basically it would decimate, for us, 
our agriculture as we know it today. We’re already in a very 
bad crisis with low commodity prices, with droughts, and 
flooding, and farmers need a lot of help and the administration 
is not helping particularly. So, virtually every member of the 
Agriculture Committee would be opposed to it. 

Unidentified questioner 

There is an impasse on the question of fairness. Americans 
consider it unfair to experience job loss as a result of the 
treaty. Would you consider it fair for some of the developing 
countries to have to share responsibility for a problem caused 
by the United States? 

(Congressman Sensenbrenner) 

Pollution knows no borders. We have seen instances, for 
example, where China has bought steel mills that were closed 
down due to violations of existing environmental regulations, 
moving them bit by bit to China and reassembling them there 
and having them manufacture steel and pollute the 
environment with a different address. There is no customs 
official there to stamp pollution when it goes across the border. 
That’s why we feel that any resolution to this problem must be 
global in scope. If more than three-quarters of the nations of 
the world are exempt, the amount of reduction of greenhouse 
gas would have a minimal effect. My science committee had 
six hearings both before and after Kyoto. The best testimony 
we have received indicated that if the Kyoto Protocol were 
implemented as written, the reductions of greenhouse gases 
emitted into the atmosphere would be less than 1% at the end 
of the first accounting period, 2012. The concern that we have 
is the major disruption of our economy, the massive increase 
in energy prices for consumers and industry, and the export of 
jobs from the United States and the countries of Japan, 
Canada, and Australia to countries that do not have to meet 
these requirements and thus the cost of manufacturing is lower. 
That would be a lower standard of living. The responsibility 
that we have to our constituents, I think, is to ensure that any 
treaty that is ratified and legally binding upon the United States 
does not have that consequence. 

Unidentified questioner 

Delegates are negotiating here to make the Protocol 
meaningful. Do you think these discussions are meaningless? 

(Congressman Sensenbrenner) 

No, I don’t think the discussions are meaningless, but the 
problem is that what happened in Kyoto has put those who 
want to see the United States ratify the Kyoto Protocol into the 
procedural bind that I described earlier. The problem has 
been caused by people who have not listened to the concerns 
we have been expressing for the better part of the last two 
years; led by Vice President Gore, who seems to have a plug 
in his ear about these concerns. And he had better get it out of 
his ear if he wants to have anything happen." 


M ake no mistake, global warming is a hot property. 

Billions of dollars are now flowing, ensuring 
thousands of people high-paying jobs and expense- 
paid vacations in exotic cities around the world. During the 
1996-97 biennium, the United States provided $4,633,000 of the 
UNFCCC’s total income of $24,231,658. Contributions are 
assessed according to the UN’s formula for a nation’s ability to 
pay. Eighty-six nations are each assessed $1,365 or less. Of 
those nations, 54 paid nothing during the two-year period. 
Delegates from these, and approximately 35 other developing 
nations, are paid by the UNFCCC to attend the various meetings 
around the world. The typical hotel bill in Buenos Aires 
exceeded $4,000 for the duration of the conference. 

Small nations are not alone in their failure to pay. Iran 
($39,244); Italy ($380,855); Mexico ($85,818); the Phillippines 
($8,192); and Saudi Arabia ($98,785) are among the nations that 
have not paid their assessment for 1996-97. 

For 1998, the UNFCCC is expecting contributions to total 
$11,234,554, of which the United States has already paid 
$2,209,875 towards the core budget, with an additional 
$1,670,125 going to special funds for supplementary activities 
and to pay the expenses for delegates from developing nations. 

These numbers are chicken feed. The real money flows 
through the Global Environment Facility (GEF). In its June, 
1998 report, the GEF listed $748,142,000 in global warming 
projects, $767,019,000 in biodiversity projects, and $63,672,000 
in “multiple focal areas” projects. A detailed analysis of the 
projects revealed that a handful of powerful NGOs were named 
repeatedly as executing agency or collaborating agency, on 42 
projects totaling $792,705,000 in value. The NGOs named in 
these projects include: The Nature Conservancy (TNC); the 
International Union for the Conservation of Nature (IUCN); 
Greenpeace; World Resources Institute (WRI); and the World 
Wildlife Fund (WWF). 

Greenpeace and the WWF are most visible at UN meetings, 
lobbying the delegates to adopt ever-more-stringent programs. 
The IUCN and the WRI operate more behind the scenes, but are 
collaborators with the UNEP on virtually every policy initiative 
brought to the United Nations. It was the IUCN which first 
proposed the Convention on Biological Diversity. Now these 
organizations are actively involved in implementing these UN 
programs as consultants and managers of projects on the ground 
around the world. The Nature Conservancy is involved with a 
$42-million GEF project in Mexico; WWF is involved in a 
$ 156-million project in Madagascar, and a $ 107-million project 
in Uganda. The omnibus budget bill signed hours before 
Congress adjourned, included a new, additional $193 million 
appropriation for the GEF. With this kind of money at stake, 
those who benefit from it are not about to let the global warming 
issue cool. ■ 
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Interview with Congressman Ron Klink (D-PA) 

during the UN Climate Change Conference in Buenos Aires, Argentina, November 11,1998 


TX That is your impression of the reception that your 
1/1/ delegation has received here in Buenos Aires from 
f f the NGOs and delegates attending this conference? 

I think it has been a very good reception. We've had great 
dialogue, we met with the NGOs today, we're going to meet 
with some of the environmentalists in a few moments from 
now. We have a series of meetings planned with some of the 
developing nations, with the EU (European Union), and we are 
looking forward to continuing the dialogue. I was in Kyoto a 
year ago, so I'm really kind of renewing some working 
relationships. 

Let's cut straight to the chase. I heard the delegation press 
briefing yesterday, and a point that you made really stuck out 
in my mind. When you were talking about the impact of 
environmental regulations on the industry in southwest 
Pennsylvania. How do you relate that to what might be the 
possible consequences of this Kyoto Protocol? 

Back in the 1970's and 1980's, everybody wanted clean air. 
We clearly had a problem with dirty air in Pittsburgh. Once, in 
the early part of this century, one of our great American 
writers referred to Pittsburgh as "hell with the lid off'. We 
had clouds of smoke coming up from the steel mills, they 
would blot out the sun at mid day. It was not healthy. There 
were groups like GASP (Group Against Smog and Pollution), 
that were formed there, they did a lot of good work. The 
problem was that as we continued to push, farther and farther 
toward clean air, we made demands on the steel industry, on 
the glass industry, and they were making investments in clean 
air technology. But that was instead of modernizing the plants. 
Instead of staying competitive in a world wide market place. 
So now we come to a period of time in the late 70's and early 
80's where we've got clean air but we've got no jobs. Steel 
mills have virtually shut down throughout the Pittsburgh 
region. We lost, over a two-decade period, 155,000 
manufacturing jobs. That's in one small section of 
southwestern Pennsylvania, 155,000 jobs. 

We're clearly looking at a situation where we have to 
adhere to the Kyoto Protocol, and the developing nations don't. 
As a former newscaster, I did that for 24 years, I covered a lot 
of our industries which simply moved out of western 
Pennsylvania, moved out of the United States. They moved to 
South America, and to South East Asia, taking the dirty 
technology with them. If what we are concerned about is 
global wanning, we all have the same address, in this great 
universe, this planet earth. We have to come up with a system 
where all of the countries are doing their part, not a system that 
allows you, number one, to get credit for plants that have 
already shut down decades ago, which is what the Kyoto 
Protocol does for the EU. They get credit for North Sea oil 


that was found during Margaret Thatcher's term. They shut 
down their coal-powered power plants then, and went to the 
gas-fueled power plants, natural gas fueled power plants. They 
get credit for all the factories that shut down in eastern Germany. 
If this was a real, serious effort, we would be looking at ways to 
say alright, all of these things have occurred, where do we go 
from here? 

We're not losing all of those jobs; we're creating economic 
opportunity. I will tell you this: the worst, and I said this 
yesterday, and I'll say this as often as people will listen, the 
worst environmental degradation occurs when you have severe 
poverty. If you double those communities in southwestern 
Pennsylvania where we lost the 155,000 jobs, tax base goes 
down, school districts go down, kids aren't as smart, families are 
falling apart, we have no tax base to support building new 
sewage lines, the water lines, we don't take care of our storm 
water runoff, the community falls apart, houses are abandoned, 
factories are abandoned, we have these huge brownfield sites we 
can't cleanup. That is environmental degradation at its worst. 

You may have seen earlier in the week, there was a lot of 
attention drawn to the situation in Central America and the 
great tragedy there. Here in this hall there was a universal cry, 
pointing to America as the great emitter of luxury emissions, 
saying that we're somehow responsible for the situation in 
Central America. Did you see any of that? 

I heard about some of it, and I will tell you that it is the most 
ridiculous thing that I have ever heard. In Kyoto, not one 
person, I was there in Kyoto, not one person in the 
environmentalist community, the NGO community, and any 
government community, suggested that the emission of carbon 
dioxide into the air by human kind, was responsible for 
hurricanes. I would suggest that exactly the opposite is true. If 
you had a decent economic base, like we have in the United 
States, those people would not have the problem with storm 
water runoff that was destroying these homes. Why do we not 
have the same damage from hurricane Milton in southern Florida 
that we have in Central America? Because our homes are built 
more secure. We have storm water runoff. This comes through 
affluence. Affluence that we gain through building up our 
nation and using carbon-based fuels to be able to that. 

What we have to do is to develop Central America. We have to 
develop these nations, build decent houses for the people, give 
them the opportunity to have decent jobs. We cannot preclude 
that by chasing our worst polluters out of the United States, 
sending them to Mexico, letting them continue to operate right 
across our border with the worst kind of pollution in a nation 
that, first of all, is not participating in anything that is taking 
place in Kyoto or here in Buenos Aires. Mexico is also not 
enforcing any of its own environmental laws. Let's just go on 
down through Central America, and say, "what have these 
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countries done to up lift the lives of the common ordinary 
working people?" Take a look at the American pattern for 
allowing people to get ahead. A lot of it was done because we 
were able to use our coal resources, we were able to use our 
oil resources. And still at the same time, without having a gun 
to our head, we tried to find the cleanest way of doing it, and 
we continue to do that today. Regardless of what happened in 
Kyoto and what happens here in Buenos Aires, industries are 
going to continue to search for the cleanest ways of producing 
their product because if you have emissions, that means fuel 
that is not being burned. It's a waste of energy, and it just 
makes common sense to burn fuel efficiently. 

Lets talk a little bit about the political realities in the States. 
There has been a lot of rumor at this conference about the 
President or Vice President signing this protocol possibly 
today, or tomorrow. What are the implications of signing this 
protocol in view of the Senate resolution? 

What you are doing is agreeing beforehand, to something 
that you don't know what the rules are going to be. All of the 
rules as to how this is going to be enforced and how these 
trading mechanisms are going to take place, and how countries 
are going to be given credit for what they do and don't do, are 
going to be established sometime way off into the future. Two 
years from now, three years from now, four years, but we have 
to agree today. I likened it yesterday to the fact that number 
one, you don't get involved in a card game when you know it's 
fixed. And then when you get into the card game and it's fixed, 
you play your hand the best you can, and the last thing, the 
dumbest mistake you can make is to give all your money away. 
We are doing all three. 

We got involved in this whole thing in Kyoto, we knew it 
was a rigged card game. It's rigged here because of what we 
agreed to in Kyoto. We know it is not going to be beneficial 
to our nation. So we come down here and we misplay our 
hand. Which is exactly what we've done, and now we want to 
either give our money or our technologies to all of these 
developing nations in order to buy them off, to make them 
come into this rigged card game. There is a lot of foolishness 
taking place, and I think we need to step back and take a long 
hard look, and make sure that it is not, in fact, the process 
which is driving the policy. 

We have some fear that the administration may move toward 
implementation of the provisions of the treaty without ever 
even intending to send it to the Senate for ratification. 

We have had the same fear. Let me just tell you that. And 
as a result of that, in the budget which the President just signed 
two weeks ago, we addressed that, and we cut off funds. He 
can't do that. And by signing that law, he apparently agreed to 
the fact that there is no back door implementation of the Kyoto 
Protocol. Let's get on to a serious methodology for 
determining what we as the nations of the world are really 
going to do. I am sick and tired of looking at workers across 
my region and around our nation who are denied the 


opportunity for employment, based on decisions that our 
government makes, whether we have a democratic or republican 
congress, or we have a democratic or republican President. Both 
parties have made the mistakes in developing trade policies, and 
policies relating to clean air, and concern for the environment, 
that do not take into consideration the ability of workers around 
our country and around this world to be able to lift themselves 
out of poverty and to create products, to create some new 
methodology. 

I think what happened in Kyoto, when it was kicked up to 
the ministers' level in the final twelfth hour, was disgraceful. 
You can't get through this thing. You've got to agree to the 
protocol before you have the opportunity to change it. How does 
that make any sense; to agree to something, before you can 
change it to make it work? Well, it doesn't make any sense at all. 
So we are going to watch the administration. 

One of the members of your bipartisan delegation is not with 
you. Why? 

George Dingell from Michigan. Mr. Dingle decided that he 
was supposed to be here with me, but he decided not to come 
because he was so angry that the administration announced that 
they were going to sign this protocol. He said, well, if they are 
going to sign it, why in the world do I even need to go down 
there? They have already made up their mind before this whole 
thing has been negotiated. So, he saw no purpose in coming, and 
thought he would stay back in Washington DC and communicate 
to the American public from there. Well, I came on down to 
Buenos Aires and represented both him and the Democrats who 
agree with us here in Buenos Aires. 

In the remaining minute or so that we have , what can we as 
average Americans, do to see to it that we take correct action in 
regards to this treaty. What can the average American do about 
what’s going on in Buenos Aires? 

I think the average American needs to understand that you 
don't want to see your gasoline going up 60 cents to a dollar a 
gallon, which is exactly what will happen. You don't want to see 
your utility bills going through the roof. This would be a 
dramatic impact that would cost each family across our country 
one to two thousand dollars on average each year. The meeting 
that we had in Kyoto with the environmentalists, I thought, was 
very interesting. They opened the meeting by telling us the 
science of global warming is ill-defined. If it is ill-defined, why 
do we want to sign an agreement, which would, in essence, 
begin to de-industrialize the United States, to move the industrial 
base of our nation off our shores, to the developing nations that 
don't have to apply the same standards of conduct. So you can 
pollute if you are in China, you can pollute if you are in India, 
but if you are in the United States you have a different set of 
rules. That doesn't make sense. 

Thank you, Congressman Klink. 
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New threat to national sovereignty 

Executive Order 13107: Implementation of Human Rights Treaties 


O n December 10, while the media and the world were 
focused on the impeachment hearings, President Bill 
Clinton signed another Executive Order on the 
“Implementation of Human Rights Treaties.” The EO says “ It 
shall be the policy and practice of the Government of the 
United States..., fully to respect and implement its obligations 
under the international human rights treaties to which it is a 
party...." The EO applies to three named treaties, and “ other 
relevant treaties...to which the United States is or may 
become a party in the future " (emphasis provided). There are 
at least 81 “other relevant treaties,” most of which have not 
been ratified by the U.S. Senate. 

The first named treaty the President intends to implement 
is the International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights 
(ICCPR). This treaty was ratified on October 5, 1977, with 
five "reservations,” five “understandings,” and three 
“declarations.” Most of the other nations that are parties to the 
Covenant immediately objected to the reservations, 
understandings, and declarations, leaving the status of those 
ratification attachments in legal limbo. 

Until recently, it hasn’t mattered much what any treaty 
might say; the United Nations has had no way to enforce its 
treaties. That situation may be changing with the creation of 
the World Trade Organization (which has the authority to 
impose sanctions on nations for non-compliance with UN 
treaties), and the International Criminal Court. Of greater 
short-term significance than UN enforcement, is voluntary 
administrative implementation. 

As confusing as the legal status and precise obligations of 
the ICCPR might be, the spirit and objectives of the document 
are frightening. The grandiose language of the preamble is 
seductive: “... the inherent dignity and the equal and 
inalienable rights of all members of the human family is the 
foundation of freedom, justice and peace in the world. " No 
one could argue with such an observation — if it ended there. 
It doesn’t. It goes much further: 

... the ideal of free human beings enjoying civil and 
political freedom and freedom from fear and want can 
only be achieved if conditions are created whereby 
everyone may enjoy his civil and political rights, as well 
as his economic, social and cultural rights ” (emphasis 
provided.) 

It is how those conditions are created that should frighten 
every American. The authors of this document believe, and 
the U.S. Senate, in 1977 agreed, “ that the individual having 
duties to other individuals and to the community to which he 
belongs, is under a responsibility to strive for the promotion 
and observance of the rights recognized in the present 
Covenant. " 

At birth, every member of every species, including 
humans, has but one duty: to survive. Civility occurs when 


individuals discover from their own experience that 
cooperation with others is in their own self interest. 
Civilization occurs, and advances, as individuals discover the 
advantages of mutually-beneficial cooperation. Slavery occurs 
when individuals are forced to “cooperate” based upon the 
dictates of a more powerful authority, whether that authority is 
a king, a dictator, or a central mechanism for global 
governance. 

Article 1 of the Covenant says that people should be able 
to “freely dispose of their natural wealth...based upon the 
principle of mutual benefit and international law" (emphasis 
provided.) The principle of mutual benefit must be discovered 
individually, and individually negotiated. What is mutually 
beneficial to two parties cannot be determined by a third party, 
unless the two conflicting parties agree to accept the ruling of 
the third party in advance. This document creates an 
international body to determine what is “mutually-beneficial” 
for virtually every person on earth. Should an individual 
choose to “dispose of his natural wealth” in a way that the UN 
determines is not “mutually-beneficial,” whose authority 
prevails, the individual who created the wealth, or the 
international law? The authors of this document clearly 
believe that international law supercedes the authority of 
individual choice. 

Each of the 53 articles of this document reek with the same 
odor of the authority of international law. No doubt, the 
authors sincerely believe that the world will be a better place 
if all people behave the way they think people should behave. 
The people who subscribe to this concept of international law 
seek not to control the world, but to save it from the suffering 
and hardships that individuals face under existing conditions. 
They fail to recognize that to achieve their objective of saving 
the world, they must ultimately control the behavior of people. 
To create the conditions that result in freedom from fear and 
freedom from want, those fearless people who create wealth 
must be controlled and relieved of their wealth in order to 
supply the wants of those who live in fear. 

Fear should strike the heart of every American who 
produces wealth. They are the primary victims of this flawed 
philosophy of universal utopia. 

What does “Implementation” mean? 

To be sure, most of the language of the International 
Covenant on Civil and Political Rights (ICCPR) is of the 
grandiose flavor, which can be readily embraced by all 
civilized people. Article 8, for example, says “No one shall be 
held in slavery.” Article 9 says that “Everyone has the right to 
liberty....” The United Nations, nor any other government, can 
grant liberty. Liberty is a condition of birth, granted by the 
Creator, and can only be denied by individuals or 
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governments. It is not the grandiose language that causes 
anguish; it is the qualifying language. 

Article 19 is an excellent example. The grandiose part 
says: “ Everyone shall have the right to freedom of 
expression.... ” The qualifying part says: 

“The exercise of the rights providedfor in paragraph 2 of 
this article carries with it special duties and 
responsibilities. It may therefore be subject to certain 
restrictions, but these shall only be such as are provided 
by law and are necessary: 

(a) for respect of the rights or reputations of 
others; 

(b) for the protection of national security or 
of public order, or of public health or 
morals. 

It is the height of arrogance, in the first place, for any UN 
organization to assume the authority to grant “freedom of 
expression.” This freedom is a gift of the Creator and can only 
be denied by government. The “qualifying language” in this 
article is the basis for denying freedom of expression. 

What, exactly, does it mean when President Clinton’s 
Executive Order says it is the policy of his government to 
“fully respect and implement its obligations” under this treaty? 
Was this treaty violated when Monica Lewinsky “freely 
expressed” to Kenneth Starr the events that occurred in the 
Oval Office? That expression did not respect the reputation of 
Bill Clinton. The fact is that this language simply provides the 
basis for denying freedom of expression. The particulars of 
what constitutes a violation comes later, when specified in 
international law and enforced by an International Criminal 
Court. 

Far more discomforting is the authority claimed to deny 
freedom of expression for the “protection of national security 
or public order, health or morals.” The U.S. Constitution got 
it right: “ Congress shall make no law... abridging the freedom 
of speech, or of the press.... ” Period. 

The United Nations cannot abide unabridged freedom of 
expression. The United Nations Economic and Social Council 
(ECOSOC) will not accredit NGOs until they pledge 
“allegiance to the aims of the UN.” Moreover, NGOs that 
apply for accreditation must demonstrate two years of activity 
that demonstrates that support. Dissent is a dirty word at the 
United Nations. This Covenant demonstrates the belief of its 
authors that the UN has, or should have, the authority to deny 
freedom of expression that is counter to its objectives. Is this 
the policy that the President seeks to “fully respect and 
implement” through his Executive Order? 

Article 20 is also troubling, because of its ambiguity. Is 
says, simply, “Any propaganda for war shall be prohibited by 
law. ” Does this mean that President George Bush violated this 
treaty when he built the coalition of nations which invaded 
Iraq? The second paragraph of this Article is even more 
troubling: “ Any advocacy of national, racial or religious 
hatred that constitutes incitement to discrimination, hostility, 
or violence shall be prohibited by law. ” Questions that arise 
are: (1) what constitutes “hatred-advocacy,” and (2) who 
makes that determination? The White House spin team 


frequently refers to conservative talk radio programs as “hate” 
radio. Violence against homosexuals and ethnic minorities are 
referred to as “hate” crimes. Are missionaries who advocate 
conversion from one religion to another guilty of “incitement 
to discrimination?” What is most troubling is the assumption 
by the authors of this document that the UN has, or should 
have, the authority to answer these questions. 

This International Covenant is the first “treaty” referred to 
in President Clinton’s December 10 th Executive Order. It 
should be the policy of the government of the United States to 
reject this treaty, not embrace and implement it. The U.S. 
Constitution needs neither propping up, nor modification by 
any UN treaty, especially by this one. The U.S. Congress 
should act immediately to expunge this Executive Order from 
the archives of American literature, and the U.S. Senate should 
revisit its 1977 ratification of this treaty. 

“other relevant treaties” 

The President’s Executive Order 13107 on the 
Implementation of Human Rights Treaties specifically 
commits the United States to “fully respect and 
implement...other relevant treaties,” including those which may 
be ratified in the future. Should the President not “fully 
respect and implement” the U.S. Constitution which requires 
Senate ratification of any treaty before implementation? The 
declaration by President Clinton that the “policy of the 
government of the United States” shall be to implement UN 
treaties, whether ratified by the Senate or not, reveals the 
President’s mistaken view of his Presidential powers. The 
problem is that his view is not mistaken if he gets away with it. 
Congress has 30 days to object to Executive Orders by a 
majority vote. Congressional objections to Executive Order 
13083 resulted in the President withdrawing the order, if only 
temporarily, and for the purpose of building support. 
Executive Order 13107 was issued in the midst of the 
impeachment battle, with the knowledge that Congress would 
adjourn for the holidays, and not return until January 6, when 
organization issues were sure to overwhelm consideration of 
his Executive Order. 

Executive Order 13083 included a clause that identified 
“international obligations” as justification for the exercise of 
federal jurisdiction over state and local government 
jurisdiction. The EO is still suspended. Executive Order 
13107 gives the President authority to exercise federal 
jurisdiction to implement Human Rights Treaties. What does 
that mean in the case of the unratified Convention on the 
Rights of the Child? The Clinton administration has tried 
repeatedly to gain federal control over public curriculum. Can 
the President by-pass Congress, and simply order his 
Department of Education to withhold federal funds from 
school districts whose curricula fails to conform to what he, or 
the UN’s World Core Curriculum, thinks children ought to 
study? Does this Executive Order lay the foundation for the 
future exercise of sanctions against parents who withhold from 
their own children the very “rights” granted by the UN’s 
Convention on the Rights of the Child? 
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Does the President intend to implement the child’s right to 
free association, as granted by the Convention, even when the 
parent says no? Are children to be guaranteed the “right” to 
privacy, as granted by the Convention, even if the parent 
suspects drug use? Are children to be granted free access to 
information, as granted by the Convention, even if the 
information is pornographic? These examples may be 
extreme, and not what is intended by the Convention on the 
Rights of the Child, but under the Convention, all these 
examples are possible. When government, the UN in this 
instance, with the President’s declaration of concurrence and 
assistance, meddles into the private affairs of free people, it 
becomes a government that should be resisted, rejected, and 
redirected. The UN has long been such a government; the 
President’s steady stream of Executive Orders and other policy 
initiatives that conform to UN policies has brought our 
government to the same point. 

If there is one single principle that is indispensable to the 
government of the United States, it is this: government is 
empowered by the consent of the governed. Consent is 
granted through the election of individuals delegated to make 
public policy. The President is elected to administer, or 
execute the policies made by the legislative branch, not to 
unilaterally make policy by himself. The declaration to 
implement treaties that may be ratified in the future, is a far 
more serious offense to the U.S Constitution than is perjury, or 
witness tampering. Only the smallest handful of Americans, 
however, will even know that Executive Order 13107 has even 
been issued, much less, the significance of that EO. 

Only a few of the known 81 Human Rights Treaties now 
in force under the authority of the United Nations have been 
identified in this analysis. Each of these treaties seeks to 
correct some perceived wrong by assuming the right to control 
those who perpetrate the activity. When government, whether 
the UN or the Clinton administration, assumes any right not 
specifically granted by the governed, both the people and the 
government are imperiled. Government power built upon 
government power — instead of upon the consent of the 
governed — is inevitably destined to crumble. Those upon 
whom the structure collapses look very much like the people 
trying now to dig out from the rubble of the former Soviet 
Union. 

The implementation of global governance 

Executive Order 13107 is a perfect example of how global 
governance is overtaking self-governance in the United States. 
Despite the rejection by the U.S. Senate of the Convention on 
the Rights of the Child, and the refusal of the Senate to even 
consider many of the other 81 UN Human Rights Treaties, the 
President has laid the foundation through this EO to implement 
the objectives of those treaties. The will of the UN is being 
implemented voluntarily by the Clinton/Gore administration. 
The process was not initiated by this administration; George 
Bush, with his EPA Administrator, William K. Reilly, was 
eager to usher in the “New World Order.” 

Nor is the process limited to Human Rights Treaties. This 


administration is actively implementing the unratified 
Convention on Biological Diversity, the Kyoto Protocol to the 
Framework Convention on Climate Change, and the policies 
of Agenda 21. With the implementation of each of these UN 
policies, another piece of America’s national sovereignty is 
eroded. 

Defenders of these policies say “so what, these are good 
policies that should be implemented.” Not all Americans 
agree, and therein lies the great danger to America. The U.S. 
Constitution provides a mechanism for grinding the 
differences of opinion out of public policy through public 
debate, and questions are resolved by the public, accountable 
votes of elected officials. When public policies are adopted by 
elected officials which differ from the will of the people, the 
people can change their elected officials and thereby change 
the public policy. When public policies originate in Geneva, 
Rio de Janeiro, or Kyoto, and are implemented by Executive 
Order and administrative decree, those who dissent, or who 
may have a better idea, are silenced. Policies are imposed 
upon the people who neither give their consent, nor have 
recourse to change those policies. 

The process is bad enough, in that it by-passes the 
fundamental process prescribed by the U.S. Constitution. But 
even worse is the underlying philosophy of governance upon 
which UN policies are based. Consent of the governed is the 
empowering principle of American government; control of the 
governed is the empowering principle of global governance. 

The Kyoto Protocol exemplifies this principle: to achieve 
its objective, the UN document would allow the UN to control 
the use of energy in rich nations in order to force industry to 
move to poor nations that have no controls on energy use. The 
International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights seeks to 
“create the conditions” to grant “freedom from want” to those 
who want. The only way to achieve that result is to “take” 
from those who have, and “give” to those who have not. 
Control of people is the essential ingredient in the 
implementation of virtually all UN policies because the 
underlying philosophy demands it. 

By contrast, the philosophy that underlies the U.S. 
Constitution is the belief that people who are free to pursue 
their own survival and prosperity will create the interpersonal 
and business relationships necessary to achieve their own 
objectives. In 200 years, this philosophy has demonstrated its 
validity by producing national prosperity unmatched by nations 
that have existed for thousands of years. 

Proponents of global governance deny a desire to control 
people. In fact, they claim their objective is to ensure a greater 
degree of freedom and prosperity to those who are now denied 
even basic freedoms and live in crushing poverty. That, they 
say, is the purpose, hope, and objective of the 81 Human 
Rights Treaties. What they fail to recognize, or admit, is the 
fact that neither freedom, nor prosperity, is a commodity that 
any government can give; they can only be limited, restricted, 
or denied by government. Any attempt by any government to 
expand either the freedom or prosperity of some, necessarily 
requires that the freedom and prosperity of others be limited, 
restricted, or denied. 
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The American experiment in self governance is just over 
200 years old. It has been incredibly successful — so far — 
a beacon of hope to the world . The only hope of the 
developing world to escape the cycle of impoverished 
servitude is to follow America’s example of casting off 
governmental constraints and allowing free people to use the 
resources provided by their creator to pursue their own 
survival and prosperity. 

Executive Order 13107 diminishes the candlepower of 
America’s beacon of hope. What’s worse, it allows the 
United Nations a larger measure of control over the beacon. 
If the trend continues, even for another few years, the United 
Nations will extinguish the light altogether, and America will 
be stripped of its wealth in order to achieve “equity’’ in the 
new “sustainable” millennium, by those who think they know 
how everyone ought to behave. ■ 

Current UN Human Rights Treaties 

•International Bill of Human Rights 
•Universal Declaration of Human Rights 
•International Covenant on Economic, Social and 
Cultural Rights 

•International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights 
•Optional Protocol to the International Covenant on 
Civil and Political Rights 

•Second Optional Protocol to the International 
Covenant on Civil and Political Rights, aiming at the 
abolition of the death penalty 
•Proclamation of Teheran 
•Right of self-determination 

•Declaration on the Granting of Independence to 
Colonial Countries and Peoples 

•General Assembly resolution 1803 (XVII) of 14 
December 1962, ’’Permanent sovereignty over natural 
resources” 

•United Nations Declaration on the Elimination of AH 
Forms of Racial Discrimination 

•International Convention on the Elimination of All 
Forms of Racial Discrimination 

•International Convention on the Suppression and 
Punishment of the Crime of Apartheid 

•International Convention against Apartheid in Sports 
Discrimination (Employment and Occupation) 
Convention 

•Convention against Discrimination in Education 
•Protocol Instituting a Conciliation and Good Offices 
Commission to be responsible for seeking a settlement of 
any disputes which may arise between States Parties to the 
Convention against Discrimination in Education 
•Equal Remuneration Convention 
•Declaration on the Elimination of All Forms of 
Intolerance and of Discrimination Based on Religion or 
Belief 

•Declaration on Fundamental Principles concerning 
the Contribution to the Mass Media to Strengthening 


Peace and International Understanding, to the Promotion 
of Human Rights and to Countering Racialism, Apartheid 
and Incitement to War 

•Declaration on Race and Racial Prejudice 
•Declaration on the Rights of Persons Belonging to 
National or Ethnic, Religious and Linguistic Minorities 
•Declaration on the Elimination of All Forms of 
Discrimination against Women 

•Convention on the Elimination of All Forms of 
Discrimination against Women 

•Declaration on the Elimination of Violence against 
Women 

•Convention on the Political Rights of Women 
•Declaration on the Protection of Women and Children 
in Emergency and Armed Conflict 

•Declaration on the Rights of the Child 
•Convention on the Rights of the Child 
•Declaration on Social and Legal Principles relating to 
the Protection and Welfare of Children, with Special 
Reference to Foster Placement and Adoption Nationally 
and Internationally 

•Slavery Convention 

•Protocol amending the Slavery Convention 
•Supplementary Convention on the Abolition of 
Slavery, the Slave Trade, and Institutions and Practices 
Similar to Slavery 

•Forced Labour Convention 
•Abolition of Forced Labour Convention 
•Convention for the Suppression of the Traffic in 
Persons and of the Exploitation of the Prostitution of 
Others 

•Standard Minimum Rules for the Treatment of 
Prisoners 

•Basic Principles for the Treatment of Prisoners 
•Body of Principles for the Protection of All Persons 
under Any Form of Detention or Imprisonment 

•United Nations Rules for the Protection of Juveniles 
Deprived of the Liberty 

•Declaration on the Protection of All Persons from 
Being Subjected to Torture and Other Cruel, Inhuman or 
Degrading Treatment or Punishment 

•Convention against Torture and Other Cruel, 
Inhuman or Degrading Treatment or Punishment 

•Principles of Medical Ethics relevant to the Role of 
Health Personnel, particularly Physicians, in the Protection 
of Prisoners and Detainees against Torture and Other 
Cruel, Inhuman or Degrading Treatment or Punishment 
•Safeguards guaranteeing protection of the rights of 
those facing the death penalty 

•Code of Conduct for Law Enforcement Officials 
•Basic Principles on the Use of Force and Firearms by 
Law Enforcement Officials 

•Basic Principles on the Role of Lawyers 
•Guidelines on the Role of Prosecutors 
•United Nations Standard Minimum Rules for 
Non-custodial Measures (The Tokyo Rules) 

•United Nations Guidelines for the Prevention of 
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Juvenile Delinquency (The Riyadh Guidelines) 

•United Nations Standard Minimum Rules for the 
Administration of Juvenile Justice (’’The Beijing Rules”) 
•Declaration of Basic Principles of Justice for Victims 
of Crime and Abuse of Power 

•Basic Principles on the Independence of the Judiciary 
•Model Treaty on the Transfer of Proceeding in 
Criminal Matters Model Treaty on the Transfer of 
Supervision of Offenders Conditionally Sentenced or 
Conditionally Released 

•Declaration on the Protection of All Persons from 
Enforced Disappearances 

•Principles on the Effective Prevention and 
Investigation of Extra-legal, Arbitrary and Summary 
Executions 

•Convention on the International Right of Correction 
Freedom of Association and Protection of the Right to 
Organise Convention 

•Right to Organise and Collective Bargaining 
Convention 

•Workers’ Representatives Convention 
•Labour Relations (Public Service) Convention 
•Employment Policy Convention 
•Convention (No. 154) concerning the Promotion of 
Collective Bargaining 

•Convention (No. 168) concerning Employment 
Promotion and Protection against Unemployment 

•Convention (No. 169) concerning Indigenous and 
Tribal Peoples in Independent Countries 

•Convention on Consent to Marriage, Minimum Age 
for Marriage and Registration of Marriages 

•Recommendation on Consent to Marriage, Minimum 
Age for Marriage and Registration of Marriages 

•Declaration on the Promotion among Youth of the 
Ideals of Peace, Mutual Respect and Understanding 
between Peoples 

•Declaration on Social Progress and Development 
•Declaration on the Rights of Mentally Retarded 
Persons 

•Principles for the protection of persons with mental 
illness and the improvement of mental health care 

•Universal Declaration on the Eradication of Hunger 
and Malnutrition 

•Declaration on the Use of Scientific and 
Technological Progress in the Interests of Peace and for 
the Benefit of Mankind 

•Guidelines for the Regulation of Computerized 
Personal Data Files 

•Declaration on the Rights of Disabled Persons 
•Declaration on the Right of Peoples to Peace 
•Declaration on the Right to Development 
•International Convention on the Protection of the 
Rights of All Migrant Workers and Members of Their 
Families’* 

•Right to enjoy culture, international cultural 
development and co-operation 

•Declaration of the Principles of International 


Cultural Co-operation 

•Recommendation concerning Education for 
International Understanding, Co-operation and Peace and 
Education relating to Human Rights and Fundamental 
Freedoms 

•Convention on the Nationality of Married Women 
•Convention on the Reduction of Statelessness 
•Convention relating to the Status of Stateless Persons 
•Convention relating to the Status of Refugees 
•Protocol relating to the Status of Refugees 
•Statute of the Office of the United Nations High 
Commissioner for Refugees 

•Declaration on Territorial Asylum 
•Declaration on the Human Rights of Individuals Who 
are not Nationals of the Country in which They Live 
•Convention on the Prevention and Punishment of the 
Crime of Genocide 

•Convention on the Non-Applicability of Statutory 
Limitations to War 

•Crimes and Crimes against Humanity 
•Principles of international co-operation in the 
detection, arrest, extradition and punishment of persons 
guilty of war crimes and crimes against humanity 

•Geneva Convention for the Amelioration of the 
Condition of the Wounded and Sick in Armed Forces in the 
Field 

•Geneva Convention for the Amelioration of the 
Condition of Wounded, Sick and Shipwrecked Members of 
Armed Forces at Sea 

•Geneva Convention relative to the Treatment of 
Prisoners of War 

•Geneva Convention relative to the Protection of 
Civilian Persons in Time of War 

•Protocol Additional to the Geneva Conventions of 12 
August 1949, and relating to the Protection of Victims of 
International Armed Conflicts (Protocol I) 

•Protocol Additional to the Geneva Conventions of 12 
August 1949, and relating to the Protection of Victims of 
Non-International Armed Conflicts (Protocol II) 

All of these UN Human Rights Treaties could be subject to 
implementation in America under the language of Executive 
Order 13107. All of these treaties are available for review on 
the UN web site, easily accessible through 
<http://www.freedom.org>. 

For those not yet familiar with UN terminology, documents 
that begin with “Declaration,” are simply non-binding policy 
statements. Those that contain the word “Convention,” or 
“Covenant” are legally-binding treaties. “Statute” refers to an 
international law, and “Protocol” refers to a modification of an 
existing treaty. 

These treaties and agreements apply only to the area of 
human rights. There are literally hundreds of other treaties and 
agreements that address every aspect of human life, the 
environment, and the economy." 
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The “Peoples Assembly” created 


T he Commission on Global Governance recommended 
the creation of a “Peoples Assembly” in its 1995 
report, Our Global Neighborhood (eco*logic, Jan/Feb, 
1996, p. 4). On July 14, 1997, Maurice Strong announced that 
the “Peoples Assembly” would convene during the 
“Millennium Celebration” in the year 2000 ( ecodogic , 
Jul/Aug, 1997, p. 4). Here is the actual invitation that went 
out to thousands of NGO’s through the electronic network 
operated by the Institute for Global Communications (1GC) 
and the Association for Progressive Communications (APC), 
especially for NGOs that support the UN’s global governance 
efforts. 

Dear Friends and Associates, 

We are contacting you on behalf of the Millennium 
People's Assembly Network (MPAN) to invite you to join us 
in creating a global People's Agenda for the 21st Century. The 
People's Agenda will be presented to the United Nations for 
the Millennium Assembly & Summit in the year 2000 and 
highlighted during the Millennium events and activities. We 
envision that it will provide a substantial contribution to the 
Millennium NGO Forum process and action agendas. 

MPAN is participating in the planning for the Millennium 
NGO Forums and is also organizing local and regional 
People's Assemblies around the world. In addition we are 
working to establish a global People's Assembly or Civil 
Society Forum associated with the United Nations. The 
People's Agenda will serve as a focus for these local to global 
People's Assemblies. A primary role will be to develop a 
focused political will, based upon the work of the NGO and 
Civil Society communities. 

The People's Agenda will augment the work and action 
plans from recent UN conferences and NGO forums and lay 
a strong foundation for the worldwide goals and initiatives of 
the 21st century. We hope to build a consensus to educate the 
public, actively lobby governments, and support both the UN 
and NGO community in funding and implementing these 
global action plans. 

Our goal is to have a first working draft of the People's 
Agenda ready by May 11, 1999 for the Hague Appeal for 
Peace Conference, during which we will also be holding a 
Convention of People's Assembly organizers. We anticipate 
that the People's Agenda will be discussed and further refined 
at upcoming Millennium People's Assembly and NGO Forum 
events over the next year or two. Implementation strategies 
will also be developed and activities planned to build broad 
public and political support for the Agenda. 

As a recognized and knowledgeable leader in your 
particular issue area, your contribution to this first draft of the 
People's Agenda will be greatly appreciated. We are sending 
this invitation to a number of key people in each issue or 


thematic area; and working groups will also be formed to 
develop each section of the draft. Please indicate by return 
e-mail, phone, fax, or mail if you would be willing to join us in 
developing the principles, policies, and program 
recommendations for a specific section of the Agenda in which 
you have expertise. 

A suggested Outline for the People's Agenda is being 
included. We'll be sending a fuller description of the People's 
Agenda project, draft guidelines and additional materials in the 
near future. 

Thank you for your consideration of this invitation. It will 
be helpful to know as soon as possible if you are interested in 
contributing to the People's Agenda project. Please contact us 
if you have any questions or comments. We look forward to 
your response. 

Sincerely, 

Alanna Hartzok and Rob Wheeler, 

People's Agenda Committee Co-Chairs/MPAN 
P.O. Box 328, Scotland, PA 17254 USA 
Ph/Fax: 1-717-264-0957 or 1-717-264-5036 
E-mail: <earthrts@pa.net> 

MPAN Website: <www.netreaction.com/mpan> 

A PEOPLE’S AGENDA FOR THE 21st CENTURY 

A Proposed Outline of Thematic or Issue Areas 

INTRODUCTORY SECTION 

•Opportunities and Contributions that the People's Agenda 
Provides 

•History, Background, and Need for the People's Agenda 
•The Basic Need for New Means of Funding, 
Implementation, Incentives, and Tax Policies 
•Global Ethics 

•Individual, Community, and Institutional Responsibilities 
•Overview of the Primary Documents upon which the 
Introductory Section & People's Agenda are Based 

PEACE AND DISARMAMENT 

"to save succeeding generations form the scourge of war..." 

•Abolishing Weapons of Mass Destruction & Civilian 
Casualties 

•Limiting Military Expenditures 
•UN Peace Keeping Forces 
•Conflict Resolution and Mediation 
•Conversion Programs 
•Military Draft and Service 
•Culture of Peace/Root Causes of War 
•Peace Education 
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•Covert Operations 
•Terrorism & Drugs 

HUMAN RIGHTS 

"to reaffirm faith in fundamental human rights..." 

•Basic Human Needs as a Right of Universal Security. 
•Women's and Children's Rights 
•Common Heritage Rights 

• Self Determination 
•Civil Liberties 
•Political Prisoners 

•Political Rights and Religious Freedoms 

•Immigration 

•Refugees 

•Needs of Indigenous Peoples 

GLOBAL GOVERNANCE 

"to establish...justice and respect for... inter national law ..." 

Strengthening and Democratizing the United Nations 

•U.N. Funding 

•Expanding the Security Council 

•Eliminating or modifying the Veto Power 

•Environmental Security Council 

•Global Resource Authority 

•NGO Access and Participation 

•U.N. Peoples Assembly/Civil Society Forum 

•U.N. Youth Assembly 

•U.N. Assembly of Parliamentarians 

•Election of UN Representatives/Ambassadors 

•U.N. Charter Revision 

•Moving towards World Federalism 

International Rule of Law 

•World Court 

•International Criminal Court 
•Treaties and Conventions 
•Corporate Accountability 

New Modes of and Citizen Participation 
in Global Governance 

•Global Education and International Affairs 
•Capacity Building for International Relations 
•Participatory Models of Decision-making 

• Alliances and Networks of Civil Society Organizations 
& Institutions 

•Regional Confederations of Governments 
•Proposals for Sovereign and Global Democratic 
Institutions 

•Proposal for a World Constitution and Parliament 


ECONOMIC AND SOCIAL DEVELOPMENT 

“ to promote social progress and better standards 
of life in larger freedom, ..." 

Basic Human Needs 

•Health 

•Education 

•Food 

•Shelter 

•Work/Income 

•Humanitarian Assistance 

•Criminal Justice 

• Cultural Arts and Sciences 

Sustainable Development 

•Population & Family Planning 
•Access to Land and Natural Resources 
•Financial and Capital Resources 
•Development Assistance 
•Research and Development 

Economic Justice 

•Taxation and Public Finance Policy 
•Poverty 

•International Debt 
•Corporate Responsibility 

World Trade & Investment Rules 
Banking and Monetary Policy 
Governmental Budget Priorities 
Communications, Media, and Advertising 

ENVIRONMENTAL CONCERNS 

"to promote and protect a sustainable environment" 

•Preserving and Restoring Our Natural Ecosystems 
•BioDiversity 

•Depletion of Our Natural Resource Base 
•Pollution & Toxics 

•Energy, Transportation, and Technologies 
•Agriculture 
•Proprietary Rights 
•BioTechnology and Ethics 

END 

Virtually all of the recommendations of the Commission on 
Global Governance (CGG)are contained in this agenda. In fact, 
this agenda adds a few ideas not presented in the CGG report. 
No one can read this appeal without realizing that the 
movement toward global governance is real, and is now in high 
gear. The Clinton/Gore administration is supporting this 
agenda with American tax dollars, regulatory policy, and a 
barrage of Executive Orders. For the most part, Congress 
remains unaware, unconcerned, or supportive of the President. 
It may already be too late to stop this tidal wave, even if the 
United States withdraws completely from the UN." 
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Socialism in America 


S ocialism in America is alive, well, and growing. Aided 
by such influential Congressmen as John Conyers, 
Ranking Member of the House Judicial Committee, 
David Bonior, the pit-bull-dog who successfully whipped 
Newt, Maxine Waters, the President’s outspoken defender in 
the impeachment debates, and nearly 60 other Representatives, 
socialism is advancing in America behind the “Progressive” 
label. Here are a few excerpts taken directly from the web 
page of the Democratic Socialists of America 
(http://www.dsausa.org). 

The Democratic Socialists of America (DSA) is the 
largest socialist organization in the United States, and the 
principal U.S. affiliate of the Socialist International. DSA's 
members are building progressive movements for social 
change while establishing an openly socialist presence in 
American communities and politics. 

At the root of our socialism is a profound commitment 
to democracy, as means and end. We are activists 
committed not only to extending political democracy but to 
demanding democratic empowerment in the economy, in 
gender relations, and in culture. Democracy is not simply 
one of our political values but our means of restructuring 
society. Our vision is of a society in which people have a real 
voice in the choices and relationships that affect the 
entirety of our lives. We call this vision democratic 
socialism - a vision of a more free, democratic and humane 
society. 

We are socialists because we reject an international 
economic order sustained by private profit, alienated 
labor, race and gender discrimination, environmental 
destruction, and brutality and violence in defense of the 
status quo. 

We are socialists because we share a vision of a humane 
international social order based both on democratic 
planning and market mechanisms to achieve equitable 
distribution of resources, meaningful work, a healthy 
environment, sustainable growth, gender and racial 
equality, and non-oppressive relationships. 

Here is what “Liberty” looks like to a socialist: 

A democratic commitment to a vibrant pluralist life 
assumes the need for a democratic, responsive, and 
representative government to regulate the market, protect the 
environment, and ensure a basic level of equality and equity 
for each citizen. In the 21st century, such regulation will 
increasingly occur through international, multilateral action. 
But while a democratic state can protect individuals from 
domination by inordinately powerful, undemocratic 


transnational corporations, people develop the social bonds 
that render life meaningful only through cooperative, 
voluntary relationships. Promoting such bonds is the 
responsibility of socialists and the government alike. 

The social welfare programs of government have been 
for the most part positive, if partial, responses to the 
genuine social needs of the great majority of Americans. The 
dismantling of such programs by conservative and corporate 
elites in the absence of any alternatives will be disastrous. 
Abandoning schools, health care, and housing, for example, 
to the control of an unregulated free market magnifies the 
existing harsh realities of inequality and injustice. 

The action agenda posted on the socialists’ web site very 
closely parallels Agenda 21 , and the recommendations of the 
President’s Council on Sustainable Development. The web 
site boasts the creation of the “Progressive Caucus” in 
Congress, as well as the coalition that is working to promote 
the socialist agenda in Congress. 

Members of the Progressive Caucus 

Rep Earl Hilliard (AL-07) 

Rep Eni Faleomavaega (AS-AL) 

Rep Ed Pastor (AZ-02) 

Rep Lynn C Woolsey (CA-06) 

Rep George Miller (CA-07) 

Rep Nancy Pelosi (CA-08) 

Rep Fortney "Pete" Stark (CA-13) 

Rep Henry A. Waxman (CA-29) 

Rep Xavier Becerra (CA-30) 

Rep Julian C. Dixon (CA-32) 

Rep Esteban Edward Torres (CA-34) 

Rep Maxine Waters (CA-35) 

Rep George E. Brown (CA-42) 

Rep Bob Filner (CA-50) 

Rep Diane DeGette (CO-01) 

Rep Eleanor Holmes Norton (DC-AL) 

Rep Corrine Brown (FL-03) 

Rep Carrie P. Meek (FL-17) 

Rep Alcee L. Hastings (FL-23) 

Rep Cynthia A. McKinney (GA-04) 

Rep John Lewis (GA-05) 

Rep Neil Abercrombie (HI-01) 

Rep Patsy Mink (HI-02) 

Rep Jesse Jackson (IL-02) 

Rep Luis Gutierrez (IL-04) 

Rep Danny Davis (IL-07) 

Rep Lane Evans (IL-17) 

Rep Julia Carson (IN-10) 

Rep John 01 ver (MA-01) 

Rep Jim McGovern (MA-03) 
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Rep Barney Frank (MA-04) 

Rep John Tierney (MA-06) 

Rep David Bonior (MI-10) 

Rep Lynn N. Rivers (MI-13) 

Rep John Conyers (MI-14) 

Rep Bennie G. Thompson (MS-02) 

Rep Melvin L. Watt (NC-12) 

Rep Donald Payne (NJ-10) 

Rep Jerrold Nadler (NY-08) 

Rep Major Owens (NY-11) 

Rep Nydia M. Velazquez (NY-12) 

Rep Charles Rangel (NY-15) 

Rep Maurice Hinchey (NY-26) 

Rep John LaFalce (NY-29) 

Rep Marcy Kaptur (OH-09) 

Rep Dennis Kucinich (OH-10) 

Rep Louis Stokes (OH-11) 

Rep Sherrod Brown (OH-13) 

Rep Elizabeth Furse (OR-Ol) 

Rep Peter A. DeFazio (OR-04) 

Rep Chaka Fattah (PA-02) 

Rep William Coyne (PA-14) 

Rep Carlos A. Romero-Barcelo (PR-AL) 

Rep Robert C. Scott (VA-03) 

Rep Bernard Sanders (VT-AL) 

Rep James A. McDermott (WA-07) 

DSA Home Page dsa@dsausa.org 

Progressive Coalition supporting socialist agenda 

Americans for Democratic Action 

Campaign for America's Future 

Campaign for New Priorities 

Center for the Advancement of Public Policy 

Center of Concern 

Coalition on Human Needs 

Demilitarization for Democracy 

Development GAP 

50 Years is Enough Network 

Friends of the Earth 

Fund for New Priorities in America 

Institute for Policy Studies 

Institute for Women's Policy Research 

International Labor Rights Fund 

National Jobs for All Coalition 

National Organization for Women 

National Priorities Project 

NETWORK: A National Catholic Social Justice Lobby 
Peace Action 

Preamble Center for Public Policy 
Public Citizen, email: Public Citizen 
Stakeholders Alliance 

United Electrical, Radio and Machine Workers of America 

United for a Fair Economy 

Washington Chapter Alliance for Democracy 

Working Assets 

Women, Law and Development 

National Council of La Raza 


The Campaign for Health Security 

Leadership Conference on Civil Rights 

Friends Committee on National Legislation 

Center for Defense Information 

Council for a Livable World 

Citizens for Tax Justice 

U.S. Campaign to Ban Landmines 

Amnesty International 

Human Rights Watch 

Americans for a Sustainable Economy 

National Education Association 

USA Network for Habitat II 

Catholic Charities 

National Council of Negro Women 

Center for Law and Social Policy 

Witness for Peace 

Children’s Defense Fund 

Child Welfare League 

National Black Child Development Institute 

Urban League 

Economic Policy Institute 

Brookings Institute 

Center on Budget and Policy Priorities 

National Committee to Preserve Social Security and 
Medicare 

Defenders of Wildlife 
Veterans for Peace 
National Rainbow Coalition 
AFL-CIO 

U.S. Commission on Civil Rights 

UNITE 

Unitarian Universalist Service Committee 
National Association of Public Hospitals 
National Council of Senior Citizens 
Long-Term Care Campaign 
Consumer's Union 
Center for Responsive Politics 
Latin American Working Group 
Public Campaign 

This particular coalition consists of social organizations 
that work hand-in-hand with other coalitions such as BIONET, 
CITNET, ECONET, PEACENET, the Climate Action 
Network (CAN), and others. All are connected through IGC- 
APC (Institute for Global Communications, and the 
Association of Progressive Communications). Virtually all of 
these organizations, including the Democratic Socialists of 
America, have web sites hosted by IGC-APC. 

The policy gains that have been made in recent years on 
both the international and domestic fronts are largely the result 
of the communications capability of these organizations. 
Freedom.org was conceived more than five years ago to 
provide similar communications capability to organizations 
that are not socialists. The Property Rights Congress will be 
pioneering that new capability. Non-socialist organizations are 
far behind, and have much catching-up to do. ■ 
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Global Environmentalism Workbook 
570+ pages $29.95 (plus $7 S&H) 

Since the National Conference in Kansas City, the demand for additional copies has been so great that we are forced to 
reprint. The workbook is a 2-inch, three-ring binder, containing eight tabbed sections with more than 570 pages of the most 
important documents that underlie the global environmental agenda. These documents can be easily removed for duplication 
for use in presentations to local governments and others. Examine the Table of Contents below (parentheses indicate number 
of pages in each section): 


Table of Contents 


Tab 1 - Convention on Biological Diversity (53) 

1.1 Convention on Biological Diversity (16) 

1.2 Global Biodiversity Assessment (excerpt) (37) 
Tab 2 - World Heritage Treaty (108) 

2.1 Technical Review (5) 

2.2 Inscribed Sites (10) 

2.3 U.S. Contributions to the UN (2) 

2.4 UN Organizational Diagram (1) 

2.5 World Heritage Treaty (14) 

2.6 Operational Guidelines for WHT (46) 

2.7 Federal Register Vol 47 #6, Jan 8, 1992 (5) 

2.8 World Heritage 20 Years Later (6) 

2.9 UNESCO Sources (7) 

2.10 IUCN Heritage Programme (2) 

2.11 IUCN summary of Carlsbad Caverns (9) 

2.12 NPS Press Release re: Carlsbad Caverns (1) 

Tab 3 - Biosphere Reserves (98) 

3.1 Technical Review (7) 

3.2 Strategic Plan for the U.S. Biosphere Reserve 
Program (27) 

3.3 U.S. MAB Bulletin (16) 

3.4 Global Biodiversity Assessment (excerpt) (34) 

3.5 Southern Appalachian MAB (14) 

Tab 4 - Ecosystem Management (109) 

4.1 EPA Performance Review: Ecosystem Protection 
(24) 

4.2 BLM Ecosystem Management Internal Working 
Document (25) 


4.3 Upper Columbia River Basin EIS Progress 
Report (60) 

Tab 5 - Wildlands Project (51) 

5.1 Technical Review (9) 

5.2 Wildlands Project (Internet version) (30) 

5.3 Wildlands Project (Published version) (6) 

5.4 Patagonia maps (4) 

5.5 Heartwood Brochure (2) 

Tab 6 - Convention on Desertification (52) 

6.1 Technical Review (5) 

6.2 Convention on Desertification (47) 

Tab 7 - Case Studies (70) 

7.1 Introduction ((10) 

7.2 Yellowstone Coalition letter (10) 

7.3 McGinty letter (1) 

7.4 Von Droste letter to Frampton (2) 

7.5 Frampton letter to Von Droste (4) 

7.6 UNESCO letter (2) 

7.7 Yellowstone Coalition News Release (3) 

7.8 Crown Butte Comments (5) 

7.9 Press clippings (10) 

7.10 Sierra Club Legal Defense Fund Campaign (8) 

7.11 Frampton letter to Von Droste (12/1/95) (2) 

7.12 UNESCO Heritage listing (8) 

7.13 Heritage in Austrailia (5) 

Tab 8 - President's Council on Sustainable Development (30) 

8.1 Technical Review (4) 

8.2 PCSD Final Recommendations (26) 


Order your copy today! 

Name__ 

Address(UPS)_ 

City/State/Zip_ 



Cards 



VISA 



Call (901) 986-0099 for credit card orders, or enclose payment ($29.95 + $7 S&H) and mail to: 

Environmental Conservation Organization, P.O. Box 191, Hollow Rock, TN 38342. 
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What can I do? 


Get involved . Join! 

Every day, America moves closer to a system of global governance that disavows private property 
and national sovereignty. Now is the time to take a strong initiative to secure property rights, and ad¬ 
vance sound, free-market alternatives to the excessive proposals offered by Green Advocacy Groups 
(GAGs) and the UN. Stay informed. Get every eco publication! 


ECO MEMBERSHIP 

□ INDIVIDUAL: $35 

Any individual who supports 
free-market alternatives to 
excessive federal regulations 

□ BUSINESS: $100 

Any corporation or business 
entity that supports free 
enterprise and responsible 
environmental stewardship. 

□ ORGANIZATION: $100 

Any not-for-profit organization 
that supports private property 
rights and responsible 
environmental stewardship. 

□ ECO PROTECTOR: $1,000 

Any person who qualifies in one of the above 

(Membership is not deductible as a charitable donation) 

ECO SERVICES 

□ Conference Workbook: $29.95 + $7 S&H 

570+ pages, 3 ring binder 

Name:. 

Organization. 


eco*logic Special Reports: $10 each + $2 S&H 

(25 or more copies of the same report @ $5 each) 

□ The Rise of Global Green Religion (36 pages) 

□ The Rise of Global Governance (36 pages) 

□ Convention on Biological Diversity: 
Cornerstone of the New World Order. 

(17 pages with endnotes) 

□ Federal Land Use Control through 
Federal Ecosystem Management. (20 pages 
with end notes.) 

□ Why Chlorine Should NOT Be Banned 
(17 pages with endnotes) 

Global Biodiversity Assessment: 

□ Section 10 Summary. (31 pages with 

glossary, and maps) 

□ Section 9 Summary (31 pages) 

International Treaties: $10 each 

□ Convention on Biological Diversity 

□ Convention on Climate Change 

□ World Heritage Treaty 

□ CITES (Endangered Species) 

□ BASEL (Hazardous Waste) 

□ Rights of the Child 

□ Newspaper Columns: $50/yr 

Weekly columns (4 per set , mailed monthly) avail¬ 
able for publication in newspapers and 
newsletters. 


Address 


City, State, Zip .. 

Phone:.FAX:.E-mail. 

YES! We want to get involved. Our check for $_is enclosed for items checked above, 

payable to: ECO, P.O. Box 191, Hollow Rock, TN 38342, (901) 986-0099 

http://www. freedom.org ecologic@freedom.org 
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